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March 1,200O 

James Shafer, Remedial Project Manager 
U.S. Department of the Navy 
Naval Facilities Engineering Command 
Northern Division 
10 Industrial Highway 
Code 1823, Mail Stop 82 
Lester, PA 19113-2090 

Re: Record of Decision for the McAllister Point Landfill - Marine Sediment/Management of 
Migration 

Dear Mr. Shafer: 

I am enclosing the fully executed original of the Record of Decision for the McAllister Point 
Landfill - Marine Sediment/Management of Migration. As you know, a copy should be placed in 
the Administrative Record. 

I appreciate your efforts in meeting this commitment and look forward to working with you and 
the Rhode Island Department of Environmental Management on the remedial design. Please do 
not hesitate to contact me at (6 17) 9 18-l 3 85 should you wish to discuss this matter further. 

Kymbe lke Keckler, Remedial Project Manager 
Federal f Facilities Superfund Section 

Enclosure 

cc: Paul Kulpa, RIDEM, Providence, Rl 
Melissa Griffin, NETCNewport, RI 
Mary Sanderson, USEPA, Boston, MA 
Ilal~id Peterson, C’SEPA, i3xmll~ MA 

Ir& Dianne Baxter, Tetra Tech-NUS, Wilmington, MA 

Toll Free l 1-888-372-7341 

Internet Address (URL) l h+.tp:liwww.epa.gov/reg~onl 

RecyclediRecyclable *Printed with Vegetable Oil Based Inks on Recycled Paper (MinImum 30% Postconsumer) 
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PART 1: DECLARATION 

SITE NAME AND LOCATION 

McAllister Point Landfill Site 

Marine Sediment/Management of Migration Operable Unit (OU4) 

Naval Station Newport 

Middietown, Rhode island 

STATEMENT OF BASIS AND PURPOSE 

This decision document presents the Selected Remedy for the Marine Sediment/Management of Migration 

Operable Unit at the McAllister Point Landfill, which was chosen in accordance with the Comprehensive 

Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act of 1980 (CERCLA) as amended by the Superfund 

Amendments and Reauthorization Act of 1986 (SARA), and, to the extent practicable, the National Oil and 

Hazardous Substances Pollution Contingency Plan (NCP). This decision is based on the Administrative 

Record file for this site, which is available at the public libraries of Middletown, Newport, and Portsmouth, 

Rhode island. 

The Rhode Island Department of Environmental Management (RIDEM) concurs with the United States 

Department of the Navy’s (Navy) and the United States Environmental Protection Agency’s (EIPA) remedial 

action decision for the McAllister Point Landfill Site. (See Appendix A for a copy of RIDEM’s concurrence 

letter.) 

ASSESSMENT OF THE SITE 

The response action selected in this Record of Decision (ROD) is necessary to protect the public health or 

welfare and the environment from actual or threatened releases of hazardous substances into the 

environment. 

DESCRIPTION OF THE SELECTED REMEDY 

After careful study of the marine areas adjacent to the McAllister Point Landfill, the Navy has decided on 

cleanup alternatives for marine sediment at the site. No cleanup actions are recommended at this time for 

groundwater or landfill gas. However, the Navy will continue monitoring these media (as agreed to in the 

Source Control ROD signea in 1993) to assess the need for future actions. 

The marine sediment cleanup actions will be conducted in two areas of the site. The first area is the 

nearshore and eievated-risk offshore (NSIER) area which includes the intertidal zone and a subtidal area 
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south of the landfill that has high contaminant concentrations in sediment and risks similar to those 

identified for the intertidal zone. The second area is the remaining offshore (OS) area, which had lower 

contaminant concentrations than those in the NSIER area. 

NearshorelElevated-Risk Offshore Area 

For the NS/ER area, the selected remedial action is based on alternative NWER-5 (Dredging and Disposal) 

as described in the Feasibility Study (February 1999) for the site. The selected alternative includes the 

following components, which will be performed by the Navy or its contractors: 

Dredge and dewater contaminated sediment and debris. It is estimated that about 34,000 cubic yards 

of material will have to be dredged. Associated activities for this component are: 

. Perform a predesign investigation to confirm the extent of contaminated sediment and debris and 

assess the McAllister Point Landfill as a potential site to dispose of the dredged materials. 

. Establish engineering controls to minimize sediment migration during dredging. 

. Stabilize the seaward extent of the landfill before dredging. 

. Excavate the contaminated sediment and debris from the shallow area south of the landfill. 

. Dredge the contaminated sediment and debris from the remainder of the nearshore area. 

. Screen the estimated 34,000 cubic yards of dredged material to separate large stones suitable for 

reuse and any debris that would be recycled or disposed separately. The separated materials 

would be handled as follows: 

- approximately 20% of the dredged material (rocks more than 6 inches in diameter) will be 

decontaminated and reused. 

- a small fraction of the dredged material (approximately 500 tons of large debris) will be 

decontaminated and sent off site for recycling or disposal. 

- the remaining dredged material would be dewatered and disposed at the McAllister Point 

ILaliclflii a!ld/ill- 21 Zi: 0-i -StifS i!l;2'L~Ll~c. 

* Dewater the contaminated sediment and debris 
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. Treat dewatered fluids as needed and discharge to the bay. 

Dispose the contaminated sediment/debris at McAllister Point Landfill and/or in an apprloved off-site 

facility. Associated activities for this component are: 

. Stage excavated sediment and debris at Pier 1 or another appropriate pier. 

. Dispose sediments and debris at an off-base landfill - OR - Remove a portion of the existing cap 

and dispose contaminated sediments and debris in a new disposal cell on top of the existing 

landfill, until capacity is reached, and dispose any remaining sediments and debris at an off-base 

landfill. l 

. Cap the expanded section of the landfill to the same standards as the existing cap (multi-layer cap 

with surface controls meeting state and federal hazardous waste management standards and all 

other ARARs identified for the cap in the 1993 ROD). 

* Note: The Navy plans to dispose sediment in McAllister Point Landfill only if there is a significant 

cost advantage to doing so. If most of the dredged materials are determined to be non-hazardous 

(as expected) and off-base disposal costs are comparable to or less than the estimated cost for 

disposal in McAllister Point Landfill, the Navy’s preference is to dispose the materials off base. 

Backfill the dredged area with clean material. Associated activities for this component are: 

. Backfill the dredged area to the existing grade with clean sand, gravel, and rock similar to materials 

in the surrounding area to promote natural restoration of the aquatic community. 

. Monitor site restoration and actively restore aquatic habitats that fail to naturally reestablish 

themselves. 

Offshore Area 

For the OS area, the Navy’s Selected Remedy is based on alternative OS-2 as described in the Feasibility 
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Conduct long-term monitoring and 5-year reviews. Associated activities for this component are: 

. Monitor sediment and biota annually until it is determined by the Navy, EPA, and RIDEM that the 
l ’ 

monitoring frequency can be safely reduced. 

. Review site conditions every 5 years to assess the effectiveness of the alternative. 

The Selected Remedy removes the most contaminated wastes and sediments exceeding cleanup goals 

from the marine environment and isolates them in a landfill, thereby protecting people and the environment. 

The Navy’s Selected Remedy monitors the Offshore Area regularly, making sure that the contamination 

in this area does not adversely affect human health or the environment. 

STATUTORY DETERMINATIONS 

The Selected Remedy is protective of human health and the environment, complies with Federal and State 

requirements that are applicable or relevant and appropriate to the remedial action, is cost-effective, and 

utilizes permanent solutions and resource recovery technologies to the maximum extent practicable. 

Based on the extent and location of the contaminated sediments and the fact that the contaminated 

sediments are intermixed with solid waste (landfill) materials that require land disposal, the Navy, RIDEM, 

and EPA concluded that it was impracticable to segregate the materials and treat all of the chemicals of 

concern in a cost-effective manner. Thus the remedy for this site does not satisfy the statutory preference 

for treatment as a principal element of the site cleanup. Although about 20% of the dredged and 

excavated materials from the NSlER area will be decontaminated and reused or recycled, the remaining 

80% of the dredged material will be placed in a new cell of the McAllister Point Landfill or removed to 

another RCRA-approved landfill offsite. The low-ievel contaminated sediments of the OS area will be left 

in place and monitored to make sure they pose no threat to human health or the environment. 

The Navy has determined, and EPA and RIDEM concur, that excavation and off-site disposal of the near 

shore and elevated risk off shore area, and monitoring of the offshore area is the least damaging 

practicable alternative in regards to the protection of aquatic habitats regulated under Section 404 of the 

Clean Water Act, 33 U.S.C. § 1344. As required by applicable statutes, federal and state authorities will 

be consulted in regard to the protection of fish and wildlife, endangered species, coastal zone, and historic 

and archeological resources. - 

Because this remedy wail result in hazardous substances remainlng on-site above levels that allow for 

unlimited use and unrestricted exposure, a review will be conducted within five years after initiation of 
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remedial action to ensure that the remedy continues to provide adequate protection of human health and 

the environment. 

ROD DATA CERTIFICATION CHECKLIST 

The following information is included in the Decision Srrmmary section of this Record of Decision. 

Additional information can be found in the Administrative Record for this site. 

. Chemicals of concern (COCs) and their respective concentrations 

. Baseline risk represented by the COCs 

. Cleanup levels established for COCs and the basis for the levels 

. Current and future land and ground-water use assumptions used in the baseline risk assessment 

. Land and ground-water use that will be available at the site as a resuit of the Selected Remedy 

. Estimated capital, operation and maintenance (O&M), and total present worth costs; discount rate; and 

the number of years over which the remedy cost estimates are projected 

. Decisive factors that led to selecting the remedy (i.e., how the Selected Remedy provides the best 

balance of tradeoffs with respect to the balancing and modifying criteria). 
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U.S. Depar;ment of the Maw 

c 

Title: Commanding Officer 
Naval Station Newp~t? 
Newpw~, Rl 



The foregoing represents the selection of a remedial action by the U.S. Department of the Na,vy and the 

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region I, with concurrence of the Rhode island Department of 

Environmental Management. Concur and recommend for immediate implementation: 

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 

By: i-LtL /-,dL /. 

Patricia L. Meaney 

Title: Director 
Office of Site Remediation and Restoration 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region I 
Boston, MA 

Naval Station Newoor: 1-7 



PART 2: DECISION SUMMARY 

2.1 SITE NAME, LOCATION, AND BRIEF DESCRIPTION 

The McAllister Point Landfill Site is located in the central portion of the Naval Station Newport (NAVSTA 

Newport). The Navy is the lead agency for the cleanup of the site. 

The NAVSTA Newport is approximately 60 miles southwest of Boston, Massachusetts and 25 Imiles south 

of Providence, Rhode Island. It occupies approximately 1,063 acres, with portions of the facility located 

in the City of Newport and Towns of Middletown and Portsmouth, Rhode Island. The facility layout is long 

and narrow, following the western shoreline of Aquidneck Island for nearly 6 miles facing the east passage 

of Narragansett Bay. A general location map of the NAVSTA Newport is provided as Figure 1. 

The McAllister Point Landfill site itself is approximately 11.5 acres situated between Defense Hilghway and 

Narragansett Bay (see Figure 2). A right-of-way for the Rhode Island Department of Transportation (RIDOT) 

runs in a north-south direction along the eastern side of the site. Site access is from Defense Highway, 

through a gate in the south-central portion of the site. This Record of Decision relates to the marine 

sediments offshore of the landfill. 

SITE HISTORY AND ENFORCEMENT ACTIVITIES 

This section describes the site history and enforcement activities. 

History 

The NAVSTA Newport facility has been in use by the Navy since the era of the Civil War. During World 

Wars I and II, military activities at the facility increased significantly and the base provided housing’for 

many servicemen. In subsequent peacetime years, use-of on-site facilities was slowly phased out until 

Newport became the headquarters of the Commander Cruiser-Destroyer Force Atlantic in 1962. In April 

1973, the Shore Establishment Realignment Program (SER) resulted in the reorganization of naval forces, 

and activity again declined. 

The McAllister Point Landfill was used as a sanitary waste landfill over a 20-year period beginning in 1955, 

following the closure of the Melville North Landfill. As the site was used, the landfill was exterded out into 

the bay using the wastes as fill material. 
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During the years the site was operational, it received all the wastes generated at the naval complex. This 

included wastes from all the operational areas (machine shops, ship repair, etc.), Navy housing areas 

(domestic refuse), and from the 55 ships that were homeported at Newport before 1973. The materials 

disposed in the landfill included construction debris, spent acids, paints, solvents, waste oils (diesel, lube 

and fuel), and PCB-contaminated transformer oil. The northern portion of the site was reportedly used to 

dispose submarine nets, anchors, buoys, and other materials from the World War II era (Parente, 19%‘). 

In interviews conducted for the Initial Assessment Study (Envirodyne Engineers, 19831, operators of the 

landfill reported that it was common practice for barrels filled with liquids to be brought to the landfill. 

These barrels contained paints, oils, and other unidentifiable liquids. The barrels were crushed by a 

bulldozer before being covered. Base personnel also reported that at least two transformers, each of which 

contained approximately 100 gallons of PCB-contaminated oil, and at least four or five capacitors, were 

disposed in the landfill. The Superfund notification for McAllister Point Landfill indicated that PCBs were 

disposed at the site. 

In the initial years, wastes were simply trucked to the site, spread with a bulldozer, and then covered. In 

the late 1950s or early 196Os, an incinerator was built at the landfill. From that time through about 1970, 

approximately 98 percent of all the wastes were burned before being disposed in the landfill. The 

incinerator was closed about 1970 as a result of the air pollution it was causing. During the remaining 

years that the site was operational, all wastes were again disposed directly into the landfill. 

Operations at the site were discontinued in the mid 1970s. Thereafter, all wastes generated at NAVSTA 

Newport were disposed at the City of Newport’s transfer station. A final covering of soil 3-feet thick was 

placed over the McAllister Point Landfill upon its closure. 

Enforcement Activities 

The entire NAVSTA Newport was listed on the U.S. Ernvironmental Protection Agency (EPA) National 

Priorities List (NPL) of abandoned or uncontrolled hazardous waste sites in November 1989. The NPL 

identifies sites that pose a significant threat to the public health and environment. McAllister Point Landfill 

was listed as one of the sites requiring RI/FS activities. It was studied by the Navy under the Department 

of Defense Installation Restoration Program (IRP). This program is similar to the EPA’s Superfund Program 
- 

authorized under CERCLA in 1980, as amended by SAliA in 1986. The selected remedy described iwein 

meets the requirements of the CERCLA and the National Contingency Plan. 
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A Federal Facilities Interagency Agreement (FFA) for NAVSTA Newport was signed by the Navy, the State 

of Rhode Island, and the EPA on March 23, 1992. The FFA outlines response action requirements under 

the CERCLA and Department of Defense IRP at NAVSTA Newport. The FFA was developed, in part, to 

ensure that environmental impacts associated with past activities at NAVSTA Newport are thoroughly 

investigated and remediated, as necessary. 

Following completion of the Phase I Remedial Investigation (RI) by the TRC Environmental Corporation, a 

ROD was signed in September 1993 that selected a multi-media, low permeability cap as a source control 

measure for the landfill. Cap construction commenced in 1995 and was completed in October 1996. The 

surface of the cap is vegetated and graded to promote runoff of precipitation, thus minimizing potential 

infiltration that could cause further leaching of landfill contaminants. The landfill slope facing N,arragansett 

Bay is covered with a stone revetment to protect the cap from wave erosion. The capped area, excluding 

the revetment, is fenced; however, access to the shoreline adjacent to the landfill is not entirely restricted. 

In April 1996, when cap construction resumed after a winter hiatus, it was noted that erosion had changed 

the shoreline and uncovered landfill materials present seaward of the new stone revetment. In November 

1995, the surface of the intertidal zone (the zone between the mean low water and mean high water lines) 

in those areas consisted of sand and gravel. In April 1996, up to 1.7 feet of sand and gravel was absent 

from the surface in these areas, and landfill debris, consisting of wire, metal, concrete, asphalt, glass, and 

other material, was visible. 

Subsequent investigations revealed that the landfill materials extend into Narragansett Bay well beyond 

the limits of the revetment. Based on data from offshore borings installed in 1996, the landfill materials 

are estimated to be up to 15-feet thick at the toe of the revetment and extend more than 100 feet into the 

bay in some locations. 

Following these discoveries, an FS for Marine Sediment/Management of Migration (Tetra Tech NUS, 1999) 

was conducted for the site. The FS was based on several studies that assessed the nature and extent of 

contamination in marine sediments adjacent to the landfill, evaluated the human health and ecological risks 

posed by these sediments, and assessed the potential impact of landfill capping on groundwater quality 

and landfill gas generation. Results of these studies were presented in the (Final) McAllister PSnt Landfill 

Marine Ecological Risk Assessment Report (SAICIURI, 1997) (the marine ERA); the Technical Memorandum - 

for Phase Ill investigations, McAllister Point Landfill Marine Ecological Risk Assessment (B&RE, 1997a) (the 

Phase III Technical Memorandum); the (Draft Final) Remedial Investigation (RI) Report and Human Health 

Risk Assessment (HHRA) (B&RE, 1997b); and the McAllister Point Landfill Quarterly Monitoring Reports 

(B&RE, 1997~ and l997d). 
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A Proposed Plan for marine sediment and management of migration at the site, which described the 

Selected Remedy, was released for public review and comment in June 1999. The public comment period 
. 

lasted from June 14, 1999 until July 14, 1999. Section 3 of this ROD includes a summary of the 

comments received and the Navy’s and EPA’s responses to those comments. 

2.3 COMMUNITY PARTICIPATION ACTIVITIES 

In 1996 the Navy established a citizens advisory committee called a Restoration Advisory Board to assist 

the Navy-in addressing Installation Restoration Program sites, such as the McAllister Point Landfill. 

The FS for the marine sediments at the McAllister Point Landfill site was made available to the public in 

May 1999 and the Proposed Plan for the site was made available in June 1999. They can be found in the 

Administrative Record for this site and in the information repositories maintained at the Middletown, 

Newport, and Portsmouth, Rhode Island Public Libraries. 

The notice of availability for the Proposed Plan was first published in the Newport Daily News and the 

Providence Journal - East Bay Edition on June 14, 1999. A public comment period on the Proposed Plan 

lasted from June 14 to July 14. An informational open house and Public Hearing was held on June 24, 

1999 to present the Proposed Plan to the public and to solicit comments on the Navy’s Selected Remedy. 

Representatives from the Navy, EPA, and the RIDEM were available at the meeting to discuss the public’s 

questions and concerns about the site. 

The Navy’s responses to the comments it received during the comment period are included in the 

Responsiveness Summary, Section 3 of this Record of Decision. 

2.4 SCOPE AND ROLE OF OPERABLE UNIT OR RESPONSE ACTION 

As with many Superfund sites, the problems at Naval Station Newport and specifically at McAllister Point 

Landfill are complex. As a result, the Navy has divided the analysis and cleanup of the base into pieces, 

called Operable Units. The onshore portion of the McAllister Point Landfill comprises Operable Unit 1. The 

marine sediments offshore of the McAllister Point Landfill, addressed in this ROD, comprise Operable 

Unit 4. 

The Navy and EPA selected and implemented a cleanup remedy for the onshore portions of the landfill 

(Operable Unit 1) in a ROD signed on September 22, 1993. This remedy included capping of the landfill 

with a multi-layered cap that complies with state and federal hazardous waste management standards, 
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instituting surface controls to minimize erosion and manage runoff, instituting landfill gas 

monitoring/controls, conducting groundwater monitoring, and using fencing and deed restrictions to limit 

site access and future use. The ROD also required investigation of the sediments offshore of the landfill. 

Construction of the cap began in 1995 and was completed in October 1996. 

As described in Section 2.2 above, during the construction of the landfill cap it was noted that potentially 

contaminated landfill material extended into nearshore and offshore marine areas. Subsequent tests 

confirmed the presence of contamination and this ROD addresses the contamination of these areas. A 

human health risk assessment and a marine ecological risk assessment were conducted for the nearshore 

and offshore areas. The human health risk assessment concluded that frequent or long-term consumption 

of mussels and clams taken from the nearshore areas off McAllister Point Landfill presents a potential risk 

to people who eat those shellfish. The ecological risk assessment identified increased probabiility of risk 

to aquatic life and shore birds exposed to landfill-related contaminants in the sediment and th,e tissue of 

prey species. Polyaromatic hydrocarbons (PAHs), polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs), and a few metals were 

identified as the contaminants of greatest concern. 

The Source Control ROD for the onshore portion of the landfill was intended to prevent landfill 

contaminants from coming into contact with the environment. The Selected Remedy presented in this ROD 

is expected to be the final response action for this site since it addresses the major landfill contaminants 

that were not contained by the initial landfill cap. These materials will be dredged, dewatered, and 

disposed in appropriately designed landfill facilities on- or off-site. The area will be monitorecl closely to 

ensure that it poses no threat to the environment. A monitoring plan will be developed during remedial 

design. 

-- 

Groundwater and landfill gas concerns at the site are not addressed in this ROD. Ongoing monitoring of 

both groundwater and landfill gases is being conducted under the previous source control ROD. Based on 

data analyzed so far, neither groundwater nor landfill gases at the site pose an unacceptable risk to human 

health or the environment. The Navy plans to continue sampling and monitoring these elements of the site 

to ensure compliance with all relevant laws and regulations; however, no remedial actions are anticipated 

at this time. 
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2.5 SITE CHARACTERISTICS 

The McAllister Point Landfill is about 11.5 acres situated between the Defense Highway and Narragansett 

Bay on the NAVSTA Newport. The landfill is directly adjacent to the shoreline of Narragansett Bay. This 

ROD addresses nearshore and offshore areas within Narragansett Bay (approximately 47 acres) adjacent 

to the landfill which either contain landfill material or have been contaminated by runoff or sedimentation 

from the landfill before it was capped. 

Investigations of the coastal areas adjacent to the McAllister Point Landfill concluded that landfill materials 

intermixed with contaminated sediment are present seaward of the landfill along much of its length and 

extend out as far as 1 CC feet from the revetment in the central portion of the landfill. The landfill materials 

are estimated to be up to 15 feet thick at the revetment in the central portion of the landfill and taper to 

less than 1 foot at the north and south ends of the landfill. These landfill materials are the source of 

marine sediment contamination at the site. 

The nearshore area is defined as the coastal area adjacent to McAllister Point Landfill that lies between 

the landfill revetment and the -3 foot mean low water line (water depth = 3 ft at MLW), and any additional 

areas outside the -3 ft MLW line that contain landfill materials at depth. The offshore area is the coastal 

area outside the intertidal zone, but still within proximity of the landfill. Surface and core sediment 

sampling of these areas was conducted by SAIC/URI in 1994 (Phase I) and 1995 (Phase II) to support a 

marine Ecological Risk Assessment. Additional sediment sampling was conducted by B&RE in 1996 (Phase 

Ill) to assess changes in contaminant conditions due to sediment erosion in the nearshore area following 

construction of the landfill revetment. The Phase III investigation included subsurface exploration seaward 

of the revetment to determine the thickness of landfill material in the intertidal zone. Details of these 

investigations are presented in the marine ERA (SAICIURI, 1997) and Phase Ill Technical Memorandum 

(B&RE, 1997). 

The sampling found that the sediment in both the nearshore and offshore areas along the length of the 

landfill contained PCBs, PAHs, and metals at concentrations exceeding benchmark values for adverse 

ecological effects due to contamination in sediment (the U.S. Department of Commerce National Oceanic 

and Atmospheric Administration’s (NOAA’s) Effects Range-Median (ER-M) and Effects Range-Low (ER-L) 

adverse effects benchmark values) Additionally the nearshore area contains landfill debris, which includes 

small materials such as ash, glass, pottery, brick, and metal pieces, and larger debris such as large metal 

pieces, concrete and submarine netting. Under the requirements of state and federal hazardous waste 

management standards this landfill debris must be either removed or suitably capped to prevent washout 

into the marine environment. 
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Human Health and Ecological Risk Assessments conducted for the site concluded that the contamination 

in the marine sediment at the site poses’an unacceptable human health risk to people who consume 

shellfish taken from the site, and poses potential risks to marine organisms and shore birds that are 

exposed directly to the sediments or eat prey species contaminated by the sediment (see Section 2.7 for 

details of the risk assessments). 

Groundwater monitoring of the landfill area was conducted by Foster Wheeler Environmental Corporation 

(FWENC) in March 1997, July 1997, September 1997, and January 1998 as part of the operations and 

maintenance (O&M) monitoring of the landfill required by the 1993 McAllister Point Landfill source control 

ROD. Evaluation of the monitoring data indicates the presence of Volatile Organic Compounds (VOC), 

Semi-Volatile Organic Compounds (SVOC), and metals in both shallow and deep (bedrock) groundwater 

monitoring wells sampled at the site. Contaminant concentrations in site groundwater were generally 

lower than state GA aquifer groundwater standards, with a few exceptions. Groundwater classified GA 

is known or presumed to be suitable for drinking water without treatment. One shallow well on site (MW- 

103s ) exceeded the state GA standard for benzene during the March, 1997 sampling round (GA = 5 pg/I, 

concentration measured during sampling round = 12 pg/l). Metals (inorganic analytes) were present at 

concentrations greater than the GA standard in the following wells: lead (GA = 15 rJ-g/l) in MW-101 R (19.8 

pg/l) and MW-103s (44.3 us/l); arsenic (GA=50 pg/l) in MW-103s (76.4 us/l), MW-107R (311 ).rg/l), MW- 

108R (65 pg/l), and MW-1 11 R (120 ug/l); antimony (GA=6 pg/l) in MW-103s (6.1 )-rg/l); and nickel 

(GA = 100 pg/l) in MW-103s (346 pg/l). All wells have shown a decrease in the respec,tive metals 

concentrations in the most recent sample round (January 1998), except for lead in MW-1035, which has 

shown a slight increase. Generally, the concentrations of contaminants detected in these sampling rounds 

were lower than those measured during the RI in 1993, and are generally comparable between sample 

rounds. 

An evaluation of post-cap groundwater data and marine sediment ecological risk data was conducted 

during the Feasibility Study to assess whether discharge of site groundwater is contributing to the 

ecological risk associated with marine sediments at the-site. The results of the evaluation indicated that 

groundwater is not a significant source of the contaminants that contribute to unacceptable risk in 

sediments. 

The lateral extent of sediment contamination to be addressed by the selected remedv is depicted on 

Figure 3. A simplified cross-sectional view of the nearshore rnaterials to be removed is depicted on 

Figure 4. The concentrations of contaminants, as noted above, are at levels that can affect the ecology 

of the local marine environment. Because the contaminants are contained in sediments in intertidal and 

offshore areas. human contact with them would likely be limited. However, the consumption of 
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contaminated shellfish and/or direct contact with the sediment by recreational users of the site are 

potential pathways of human exposure to the contaminants of concern. Although site access is restricted 

and the area is under a state-imposed shellfishing ban (due to municipal sewage discharges to Narragansett 

Bay), there is a chance of human exposure to the contaminated sediments through these pathways. 

2.6 CURRENT AND POTENTIAL FUTURE SITE AND RESOURCE USES 

The land adjacent to the marine areas discussed in this ROD is the site of the McAllister Point Landfill. 

Institutional controls instituted as part of the landfill cleanup prevent future use of the site as anything 

other than a landfill. 

As noted above, Rhode Island Department of Environmental Management (RIDEM) has designated the area 

of Narragansett Bay along the NAVSTA Newport shoreline, including McAllister Point Landfill, as a shellfish 

closure area due to known or potential sewage discharges in the area. However, the effectiveness of the 

ban for preventing shellfishing is uncertain and the ban applies only to a few species of shellfish (bivalves 

only); it does not apply to lobster or finfish. Therefore, use of this area for shellfishing, while neither legal 

nor advisable, cannot be ruled out as a potential future use. 

The RIDEM has classified groundwater in Rhode Island to protect the quality of the state’s groundwater 

resources for use as drinking water and other beneficial uses, and to ensure protection of the public health 

and welfare, and the environment. Groundwater at the McAllister Point Landfill has been classified as GA 

Non-attainment (GA-NA). Groundwater classified GA is known or presumed to be suitable for drinking 

water without treatment. Non-attainment (NA) areas are those areas that are known or presumed to be 

out of compliance with the standards of the assigned classification. The goal for non-attainment areas is 

restoration to a quality consistent with the classification. However, the long-term presence of the landfill 

at this site and its coastal location (salt water intrusion) may preclude this goal from being achieved. 

2.7 SUMMARY OF SITE RISKS 

A baseline risk assessment provides the basis for taking remedial action and identifies the contaminants 

and exposure pathways that need to be addressed by the remedial action. This section of the ROD 

summarizes the results of the baseline human health and ecological risk assessments developed for this 

sire. 
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Summary of the Human Health Risk Assessment 

TRC (I 994bt and B&RE (1997b) developed Human Health Risk Assessments (HHRA) for the site during the 

Phase II and Phase III investigations. The risk assessments evaluated the health risks posed to people by 

contamination in the marine sediments at the site. The assessments considered the most likely exposure 

scenarios expected for the site as it exists now and as it is expected to be used in the future. This section 

summarizes the findings of the risk assessments relevant to selection of the marine sediment remedial 

action for the site. Table 1 presents a summary of site risks. 

The exposure scenarios considered in the risk assessment included ingestion of contaminated shellfish by 

recreational and subsistence fishermen and children, and dermal contact with contaminated sediment 

during recreational use of the intertidal zone and walking along the shoreline. The assessment concluded 

that dermal contact with contaminated sediment did not pose unacceptable risk to people walking or 

wading at the site. Ingestion of contaminated shellfish from the site was found to pose unacceptable 

human health risk. 

The principal cancer risks in the nearshore and elevated-risk offshore areas were determined to be from 

arsenic through ingestion of shellfish. Subsistent fishermen would have the greatest eleva.ted risk of 

cancer, followed by children and adults who occasionally eat shellfish from the site. For subsistent 

fishermen, PCBs and PAHs also contribute to increased cancer risks. For children, PCBs also contribute to 

increased risk. 

RIDEM determined that the cleanup goals established in Section 2.8, Remediation Objectives, Able 2 meet 

the cumulative excess lifetime cancer risk established in the Rhode Island Rules and Regulations for the 

Investigations and Remediation of Hazardous Material Releases (DEM-DSR-0 l-93) (“the Rules’“l(see letter 

dated May 28, 1999). 

The principal non-cancer risks identified for the nearshoie and elevated-risk offshore areas are also from 

arsenic through ingestion of shellfish. Again, subsistent fishermen would have the greatest elevated risks. 

Children show increased non-cancer risks due to arsenic and lead. Subsistent fishermen also show 

increased non-cancer risks due to copper, cadmium, zinc, and mercury. 

AS discussed previously, the area of Narragansert Bay along NAVSTA Newport nas been designared by 

RIDEM as a shellfish closure area due to known or potential sewage discharges in the area. However, the 

effectiveness of the ban for preventing shellfishing is uncertain and the ban applies only to a few species 
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TABLE 1 
SUMMARY OF HUMAN HEALTH RISKS 

MARINE SEDIMENT/MANAGEMENT OF MIGRATION ROD 
MCALLISTER POINT LANDFILL, NSN, NEWPORT, RHODE ISLAND 

-~ 
Pathway Type Ingestion of Ingestion of Clams Ingestion of Dermal Contact with 

Mussels Sediment Sediment 

Calculated Ranges of Cancer Risks and Hazard Indices 
--___ 

Adult Recreational Cancer Risk 2E -04 to 3E -04 2E -04 to 2E -04 

Shellfishiricl Hazard Index 1.0 to 1.0 1.0 to 1.0 
-. 

Adult Subsistent Risk 9E -04 to 5E -03 6E -03 to 8E -03 

Shellfishill<.] Hazard Index 4.0 to 10 30 to 40 

Child Ret-eational Risk 2E -05 to 1 E -04 1 E -04 to 2E -04 

Shellfishim.. Hazard Index 0.5 to 2.0 4.0 to 5.0 

Aduit Recreational Risk 2E -07 to 7E -07 2E -09 to 8E -08 

c Visitor Visitor Child Recreational - Risk Hazard Hazard Index Index 3E 9E 8E -07 -04 -03 to to to 1E 0.01 0.1 -06 5E 1E 1E -09 -07 -07 to to to 4E 9E 7E -08 -05 -06 



of shellfish (bivalves only); it does not apply to lobster or finfish. Therefore, despite the ban, there is a 

possibility that people may consume contaminated shellfish taken from the area. 

The estimated risks from eating contaminated shellfish from the site are presented in greater detail below. 

For the purposes of the risk assessments the site was divided into several sections - or zones. The risks 

were calculated using average concentrations and maximum concentrations detected in each of these 

zones. This approach provided an average case or central tendency (CT) risk and a reasonable maximum 

exposure case (RME) risk for each zone. 

Consumption of Shellfish by Recreational Fishermen: Ingestion of mussels and clams was associated with 

cancer risks ranging from 2E-04 to 3E-04 for adults who consume 3 meals per year of shellfish taken from 

the site. Arsenic, several carcinogenic PAHs, and Aroclor-1254 in mussels; and arsenic, beryllium, several 

carcinogenic PAHs, and Aroclor-1254 in clams were associated with individual cancer risks above 1 E-06. 

The non-cancer HIS for this scenario do not exceed 1 .O. 

Consumption of Shellfish by Subsistent Fishermen: Ingestion of mussels and clams was associated with 

cancer risks ranging from 9E-04 to 8E-03 for adults who consume approximately 37 meals per year of 

shellfish taken from the site. Arsenic and PCBs were the primary contributors to cancer risk due to 

ingestion of mussels and clams; however, several carcinogenic PAHs were also associated with individual 

cancer risks above IE-06. The non-cancer Hls for this scenario ranged from 4.0 to 40. Arsenic is the 

primary contributor to this adverse health hazard index across most of the site. Cadmium, copper, mercury, 

and zinc also have HIS greater than 1.0 in some areas. Adverse health effects cannot be ruled out for 

subsistent fishermen ingesting shellfish from the nearshore or elevated-risk offshore areas. 

Consumption of Shellfish by Children (non-subsistence): Ingestion of clams and mussels was <associated 

with cancer risks ranging from 2E-05 to 2E-04 for children who consume 3 meals per year of shellfish 

taken from the site. Arsenic and PCBs were associated with individual cancer risks above lE-06 from 

ingestion of mussels. Arsenic was associated with individual cancer risks above 1 E-06 from ingestion of 

clams. Several carcinogenic PAHs were also associated with individual cancer risks above 1 E-06 under 

some cases. The non-cancer HIS for this scenario ranged from 0.5 to 5.0. Arsenic is the primary 

contributor to His greater than 1 .O. In one area of the site cadmium and copper also contribute to the HI 

exceeding ? .O. Adverse Tl>rl-Car‘tle: !lEii,.! " ‘+L- ~ffec:s cannot be r:!!ed ou?: fo r children ingesting sht*llfish fror 

the nearshore or elevated-risk offshore areas. 

EPA’s Integrated Exposure and Uptake Biokinetic Model (IEUBK) was used to evaluate potential exposure 

risks from lead in soil, dust, water, air, and shellfish for future children (ages 0 through 6 years) living 
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nearby and consuming shellfish from the site. The predicted percentage of children with blood lead 

concentrations above the guideline of 10 pg/dl (based on the site shellfish concentrations and default 

values for lead in air, water, and soil) ranged from 2.25 to 45.1 percent for different areas of the site. The 

predicted levels were lower than the acceptable level of 5 percent in most areas of the site, but exceeded 

the acceptable level in one area of the nearshore (along the central portion of the landfill). Therefore, it is 

not possible to rule out adverse effects based on lead exposure to children aged 0 to 6 years from ingestion 

of shellfish taken from the nearshore area. 

Results of the Ecological Risk Assessment 

SAIC and URI (1997) conducted a marine Ecological Risk Assessment (ERA) which focused on the risks 

to the marine environment from chemicals associated with the McAllister Point Landfill. This section 

provides a summary of the methods and conclusions of the marine ERA. 

The marine ERA incorporated field investigations and modeling approaches to develop an assessment of 

potential risks to a variety of indicator species. The investigations included surveys of the marine habitat 

and populations in the area, chemical analysis of sediment and marine organisms, and toxicity testing. 

Additionally, studies describing benthic communities within Narragansett Bay were reviewed to provide 

background information for this assessment. 

The marine ERA incorporated the assessment of several exposure and effects endpoints within a line of 

evidence framework. There were six lines of evidence in the exposure assessment, which included: 

comparison of sediment contaminant concentrations to benchmark values, comparison of porewater 

concentrations to water quality criteria, assessment of bioavailability of metals in sediments, assessment 

of fecal pollution indicator concentrations in sediments, evaluation of contaminant concentrations in marine 

organism tissue relative to concentrations in organisms taken from a reference location in the bay, and 

assessment of bioaccumulation and ecological exposures through the food chain. 

Correspondingly, there were three lines of evidence in the effects assessment, which included: evaluation 

of sediment and porewater toxicity to aquatic organisms and comparison of these results to contaminant 

concentrations in sediments and porewater; evaluation of field effects indicators (bivalve condition index, 

benthic community structure, and fecal pollution indicators in tissue) and comparison of these results to 

contaminant concentrations and assessment of ecological effects from contaminant uptake through 

ingestion of contaminated prey items. 
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Each line of evidence has multiple supporting indicators, such as analyte-specific hazard quotients for 

sediments and porewater, tissue concentration ratio (TCR) values for each of the aquatic receptors, and 

amphipod and sea urchin toxicity. These indicators were used to increase the certainty of the assessment 

with regard to the presumption of adverse exposure or effects conditions. The individual indicators within 

each line of evidence were interpreted and summarized using semi-quantitative ranking scheme:; that allow 

the synthesis of the overall probability of adverse exposure/effects. In the final step of the evaluation, the 

findings of exposure and effects indicators within each line of evidence were evaluated jointly to interpret 

the overall probability of adverse ecological exposure effects in each zone within the study area. 

The classification of overall ecological risk for the McAllister Point Landfill offshore areas is divided into 

high, intermediate, low, and baseline categories. The risk probability rankings are defined as follows: 

High Risk Probability: Numerous lines of evidence suggest pronounced contaminant exposure and 

effects, the spatial extent of the apparent impact is great, the impact is likely to be persistent over 

long periods of time, and the available data support demonstrable exposure-response relationships. 

Intermediate Risk Probability: Multiple lines of evidence suggest that measurable exposure or 

effects -- but not both - are occurring. Typically, quantitative exposure-response relationships are 

lacking. The spatial extent of the apparent impact may be highly localized or occur for a very 

limited duration. 

LOW Risk Probability: Possible, but minimal impacts based on some of the exposure or effects- 

based lines of evidence, while impacts are undetectable by the majority of exposure and effects- 

based lines of evidence. Typically, demonstrable exposure-response relationships are lacking. 

Baseline Risk Probability: The probability of adverse exposure and/or ecological effects is 

equivalent to that from contamination and other environmental conditions not associated with the 

site. 

The marine ERA concluded that the primary contaminant source contributing to ecological risk in the 

marine environment near McAllister Point Landfill was the landfill itself, as indicated by the distribution of 

contaminants, and the risk determined by the lines of evidence measured. The highest concentrations of 

landfill-related contaminants-of-concern (COG) were found in the shallower areas of the southicentrai 

portions of the study area. These are the areas where landfill deposits are the largest, where the shoreline 

was extended due to landfill expansion. These are also the areas that are most susceptible to wave action 

and erosion. 
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The routes of COC transport are most likely from erosion and resuspension of in-place contaminants. Prior 

to cap construction, surface water runoff and seep water percolating out of and through the landfill above 

grade are expected to have been more important sources of COCs than under current conditions. 

The principal contaminants contributing to elevated ecological risk from marine sediments at the site are 

PCBs, PAHs, and metals (arsenic, copper, nickel, and lead). The overall risk probabilities for the different 

areas of the site are summarized below. 

Nearshore area - A high probability of landfill-related COC risk to infaunal benthic communities, 

shore birds, blue mussels, and fish was identified in the nearshore area along the most of the 

landfill shoreline. Intermediate probability of landfill-related COC risk to infaunal benthic 

communities, shore birds, blue mussels, and fish was identified at the northern and southern ends 

of the nearshore area. 

Elevated-risk offshore area - Intermediate probability of landfill-related COC risk to infaunal benthic 

communities, shore birds, blue mussels, and fish was identified in the elevated-risk offshore area 

(an intertidal and subtidal zone south of the landfill). 

Offshore area - Intermediate and low probabilities of landfill-related COC risk to infaunal benthic 

communities, shore birds, blue mussels, and fish were identified in the offshore area. 

Risk Assessment Summary 

-- 

The human health and ecological risk assessments for the site revealed that the contaminants in marine 

sediments in the nearshore and elevated-risk offshore areas pose potential risks to both humans and the 

environment. An unacceptable human health risk was identified for people who consume shellfish taken 

from these areas. High and intermediate probabilities of ecological risks were identified for marine 

organisms and shore birds exposed to landfill-related contaminants through contact with marine sediment 

and through ingestion of prey species. 

The ecological risk assessment revealed that the contaminants in marine sediments in the offshore areas 

pose potential risks to the environment. Intermediate and low probabilities of ecological risks were 
- 

identified for marine organisms exposed to landfill-related contaminants Through contact with marine 

sediment and through ingestion of prey species. No risk to shore birds was identified for the offshore areas. 

A human health risk assessment was not performed for the offshore area because the depth of water 

makes the area inaccessible for direct contact exposures or non-commercial shellfishing. 
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Actual or threatened releases of hazardous substances from this site, if not addressed by implementing the 

response action selected in this ROD, may present a threat to public health, welfare, or the environment. 

2.8 REMEDIATION OBJECTIVES 

For the purposes of developing remedial action objectives (RAO), the coastal area adjacent to the 

McAllister Point Landfill was divided into three sections. These sections are shown in Figure 13. 

Nearshore area: The nearshore area is the coastal area adjacent to McAllister Point Landfill that lies 

between the landfill revetment and the -3 foot mean low water line (water depth = 3 ft at MLVV) and any 

additional areas outside the -3 ft MLW line that contain landfill materials beneath the surface. This area 

had among the highest risks identified at the site. Sediments in this area pose potential unacceptable risks 

to humans and ecological receptors. Landfill debris is believed to be present beneath the surface of the 

sediments in this area. 

Elevated-risk offshore area: The elevated-risk offshore area is the subtidal area south of the landfill that 

includes sample stations MCL-12, S2B, S2C, and OS-28 (see also Figure 3). This area had some of the 

highest observed contaminant concentrations detected in the study area. Sediments in this area pose 

potential unacceptable risks to humans and ecological receptors. 

Offshore area: The offshore area is the remaining subtidal area within the study area. No hurnan health 

risks are expected in this area because the depth of water makes the area inaccessible for direct contact 

exposures or for shellfishing. Sediments in this area pose lower risks to ecological receptors than sediments 

in the other areas of the site. 

Because the risks associated with the nearshore and the elevated-risk offshore sediments are Isimilar, the 

areas are adjacent to one another, and likely remedies would be similar, these areas were ‘considered 

together in developing of RAOs, and developing and evaluating remedial alternatives. 

Nearshore and Elevated-Risk Offshore Sediment RAOs 

In accordance with CERCLA, the RAOs developed for these areas address unacceptable COC-related risks - 

to humans identified in the HHRA, and potential risks to aquatic organisms and avian predators identified 

in the marine ERA. The RAOs identified for the nearshore and elevated-risk offshore areas are presented 

below. 
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The RAO for the protection of human health: 

l 

. Prevent human ingestion of shellfish impacted by sediments with COC concentrations exceeding the 

selected Preliminary Remedial Goals (PRGs). 

RAOs for the protection of the environment and ecological receptors: 

. Prevent exposure of aquatic organisms to sediments with COC concentrations exceeding the selected 

PRGs. 

. Prevent avian predator ingestion of shellfish impacted by sediments with COC concentrations 

exceeding the selected PRGs. 

l Minimize migration of sediments with COC concentrations exceeding the selected PRGs to offshore 

areas and previously unaffected areas of Narragansett Bay. 

. Prevent washout of landfill debris into the marine environment. 

Offshore Sediment RAOs 

The RAOs for the offshore area address the COC-related risks identified in the marine ERA. AS discussed 

previously, the marine ERA identified potential risks to aquatic organisms associated with contaminated 

sediment in the offshore areas. No risks to avian predators were identified. Risks to humans are not 

anticipated because the depth of water makes the area inaccessible for direct contact exposures or 

shellfishing. RAOS identified for the offshore area are presented below. 

RAOs for the protection of the environment and ecological receptors: 

. Prevent exposure of aquatic organisms to sedimentswith COC concentrations exceeding the selected 
PRGs. i 

. Minimize migration of sediments with COC concentrations exceeding the selected PRGs to previously 
unaffected areas of Narragansett Bay. 

Remedial alternatives that satisfy these RAOs will minimize or eliminate the human and ecological risks 

identified oy the various risk assessments for the site. 
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Development of Sediment Preliminary Remediation Goals (PRGs) 

. 
State and federal hazardous waste management standards require that the landfill debris present at the 

site must be either removed or suitably capped to prevent washout into the marine environment. In 

addition, numerical PRGs were developed for contaminated sediment as part of the feasibility study. The 

objective of the overall PRG development process was to select COCs and corresponding concentrations 

that, when implemented as cleanup criteria (PRGs), would address the areas of unacceptable human health 

and/or ecological risk. The selected PRGs must be protective of each of the principal receptors identified 

at the site (humans, aquatic organisms, and avian aquatic predators) and they should be reasonable and 

practical to implement. 

Sediment PRGs that are protective of the identified receptors were developed for the site using an 

approach developed by SAIC that considered both the human health and ecological risk, as well as ARARs 

and TBCs. The approach and results are summarized below. The complete PRG development process is 

presented in Appendix D of the Feasibility Study report for the site (TtNUS, 1999a). 

The PRG development process considered each exposure pathway (aquatic organisms, avian predators, 

and human health) individually to identify PRGs for the 6OCs that posed the greatest risks for each type 

of receptor. Then a spatial analysis was used to identify the subset of COCs that could be addressed to 

achieve site-wide risk reduction for all receptors. This analysis concluded that implementing the 

recommended PRGs for six COCs (copper, nickel, anthracene, fluorene, pyrene, and total PCBs) will 

achieve site-wide risk reduction for all identified receptors because by remediating (removingl) these six 

COCs to their PRG concentrations, all other COCs will be remediated to levels below their corresponding 

PRGs. This site wide risk reduction for all COCs will occur because the remaining COCs (inciuding other 

risk contributors such as arsenic, lead, and crysene) are co-located with the six “limiting” COCs and 

removing the sediments exceeding the PRGs for the six “limiting” COCs will also result in the removal of 

the remaining COCs. The selected remediation goals for the site sediment are presented in Table 2. 

TABLE 2 
SELECTED REMEDIATION GOALS 

MCALLISTER POINT LANDFILL MARINE SEDIMENT 

Contaminant of Concern 
Copper 

- 

Nickel 
Anthracene 

Fluorene 
Pyrene 
Total PCBs 

Selected Remediation Goals (units) 

52.9 (ppb In porewarerr 
d 

33.7 (ppb in porewateri 

513 (ppb in sediment) 

203 (ppb In sediment) 

2,992 (ppb in sediment) 

3,634 (ppb in sediment) 
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2.9 DESCRIPTION OF ALTERNATIVES 

Nine remedial alternatives were developed for addressing contamination at the two designated marine 

areas, including five alternatives for the nearshore and elevated-risk offshore areas, and four alternatives 

for the offshore areas. The two sets of alternatives were developed and evaluated because of differences 

in contaminant concentrations, identified risk receptors, and physical characteristics between the two 

regions of the site. 

The description of each alternative is followed by a summary of its anticipated costs. Detailed cost 

estimates (including the assumptions that went in to them) can be found in Section 2.11. 

Nearshore and Elevated Risk Offshore Alternatives 

The nearshore/eIevated-risk offshore alternatives address the contaminated sediments which pose the 

greatest potential risks to humans (through ingestion of contaminated shellfish) and ecological receptors. 

As noted in the discussion of RAOs above, the nearshore and elevated-risk offshore areas were combined 

for the purposes of remedial alternative development because the areas pose similar risks that would be 

addressed in a similar manner. 

Alternative NS/ER-1: No Action 

The no action alternative, as required under the NCP, would involve no remedial response activities and 

would provide no additional protection of human health or the environment. However, it does provide a 

baseline for comparison to other alternatives. Since contamination would remain and unrestricted future 

use of the nearshore environment would be allowed, 5-year reviews of the no action decision would be 

required. 

Under this alternative no remedial actions would be performed, no measures would be implemented to 

restrict access to the marine environment adjacent to the landfill, and no actions would be taken to warn 

people of the hazards associated with shellfishing or wading in the area. However, measures currently in 

place would continue to provide limited protection of human health. Existing measures that provide some 

protection include a shellfishing ban in the area of the site, fencing around the McAllister Point Landfill that 

limits access PO the shoreline from Defense Highway, and restrictions on land use and development of the 

McAllister Point Landfill site imposed by the source control ROD. 
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The only component of this alternative is: 

. Five-year reviews 

Estimated Time for Design and Construction: not applicable 

Estimated Capital Cost: $0 

Estimated Operation and Maintenance/Long-term Monitoring Cost: $0 

Estimated 5year Review Cost: $21,50015 yr 

Estimated Total Cost (30~year net present worth at a 7% discount ratel:$46,000 

Alternative NSIER-2: Limited Action 

The limited action alternative would involve no direct remedial response activities for contaminated marine 

sediment or landfill materials adjacent to the McAllister Point Landfill. It would provide no removal or 

treatment of contaminated material. Therefore, it would provide no protection of the environment or 

ecological receptors. However, it would provide some additional protection of human health by employing 

access restrictions (shoreline fencing and signs, and nearshore buoys) to augment the protection measures 

currently in place (landfill fencing, shellfishing ban, and land use restrictions). It would also include a long- 

term monitoring program to evaluate changing conditions at the site. Because contamination would remain, 

5-year reviews of the alternative would be required to evaluate the risks to human health and the 

environment posed by the site in the future. 

The major components of Alternative NS/ER-2 are: 

. Design and installation of fencing, signs, and buoys 

. Long-term monitoring 

. Five-year reviews 

Estimated Time for Design and Implementation: 6 months 

Estimated Capital Cost: $25,000 

Estimated Operation and Maintenance/Long-term Monitoring Cost: $94,60Oiyr (years 1-5 and 5-year 

intervals) and $8,80O/yr (remaining years) 

Estimated 5-year Review Cost: $21,50015 yr 

Estimated Total Cost (30-year net present worth at a 7% discount rate): $656,000 
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Alternative NS/ER-3: Capping 

Containment was considered in areas of contamination exceeding recommended PRGs and presence of 

landfill debris where RAOs included minimizing potential human exposure due to ingestion of impacted 

shellfish and contact with landfill debris, and minimizing ecological receptor exposure to contaminated 

sediment or biota. 

Alternative NS/ER-3 would involve capping the nearshore and elevated-risk offshore area with a cover 

system that would prevent human or ecological receptor exposure to contaminated sediment and resist 

erosion due to wave action. The cap system would be designed to encourage regeneration of the aquatic 

habitat to pre-capping conditions. The cap would cover an estimated 6.1 acres of upland, intertidal, and 

subtidal land in the nearshore/elevated-risk offshore area where sediment concentrations exceed 

recommended PRGs. Placement of the cap would increase the grade in the capped areas 2 to 3 feet 

depending on cap thickness, converting approximately 1 .I2 acres of intertidal to upland area, and 

converting approximately 2.27 acres of subtidal to intertidal area. This would increase the size of intertidal 

zone by approximately 1.15 acres, but would result in a net loss of approximately 1.12 acres of subtidal 

aquatic habitat. 

Long-term O&M of the cap would be required to ensure its protectiveness. Because contaminated 

sediments exceeding recommended PRGs would remain in place, long-term monitoring and 5-year reviews 

of the effectiveness of the alternative would be required. 

The major components of Alternative NEVER-3 are: 

. Pre-Design investigation 

. Sedimentation controls 

. Subgrade preparation 

%a Multi-media and natural cap installation in designated areas 

. Habitat Restoration/Mitigation 

. Long-term O&M of capped areas 

. Long-term monitoring 

. Five-year reviews 

Estimated Time for Design and Construction: 1.5 to 2 years 

Estimated Capital Cost: $9,131,000 to $13,872,000 (depending on size of area to be capped) 
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Estimated Operation and Maintenance/Long-term Monitoring Cost: $120,80O/yr (years 1-5 and 5-year 

intervals) and $35,50O/yr (remaining years) 

Estimated &year Review Cost: $21,500/5 yr 

Estimated Total Cost 130~year net present worth at a 7% discount rate): $10,088,000 to $14,829,000 

(depending on size of area to be capped) 

Alternative NS/ER-4: Capping with DredQinQ to Match Existing Grade 

This alternative has components similar to Alternative NS/ER-3 except that areas to be capped would be 

excavated/dredged prior to cap placement so that the installed cap would match existing girades. The 

objective of Alternative NWER-4 is to provide containment (capping) of impacted sediment while returning 

the capped area to its approximate original elevation and topography to minimize potential impacts to the 

aquatic habitat in the capped area. 

The major components of Alternative NSIER-4 are: 

. 

. 

. 

. 

. 

. 

. 

. 

. 

. 

. 

Pre-Design investigation 

Sedimentation controls 

Contaminated sediment and debris excavation/dredging to a depth of 2 to 3 feet in the area to be 
capped 

Excavated sediment dewatering for disposal or reuse 

Dewatering fluids treatment 

Sediment and debris disposal in new cell at McAllister Point Landfill or appropriately permitted RCRA 
Landfill 

Natural or multi-media cap installation in designated areas 

Habitat Restoration/Mitigation 

Long-term O&M of capped areas 

Long-term monitoring 

Five-year reviews 

Estimated Time for Design and Construction: 2.5 to 3 years 

Estimated Capital Cost: $13,817,000 to $19,408,000 (depending on size of area to be dredged and 

caonedl 

Estimated Operation and Maintenance/long-term Monitoring Cost: $120,800&r (yrs l-5 and 5-v intervals) 

and $35,50O/yr (remaining years) 

Estimated 5-year Review Cost: $21,500/5 yr. 
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Estimated Total Cost (30-year net present worth at a 7% discount rate): $14,775,000 to $20,365,000 

(depending on size of area to be dredged and capped) 

Alternative NSIER-5: DredQing and Disposal 

This alternative was developed to provide a remedial action that reduces or eliminates the on-site toxicity, 

mobility, and volume of contaminated landfill materials and marine sediment through removal and disposal. 

Alternative NS/ER-5 includes installing a shoring system to protect the landfill cap during sediment removal, 

removing all landfill debris and all contaminated sediment exceeding recommended PRGs, dewatering the 

removed materials, treating and discharging dewatering fluids to the bay, disposing the solids in the 

McAllister Point Landfill and/or appropriately permitted off-base landfills, and refilling the dredged area back 

to the original grade. These actions would reduce potential risks to human health and the environment by 

removing contaminated sediment from the nearshore area and disposing them in appropriately secured 

facilities. 

The major components of Alternative NS/ER-5 are: 

. 

* 

Predesign investigation 

Sedimentation controls 

Contaminated sediment and debris excavation/dredging. Removal of all landfill debris. Removal of all 
contaminated sediment exceeding PRGs. 

Excavated sediment and debris dewatering and processing for disposal or reuse 

Sediment and debris disposal in new cell at McAllister Point Landfill and/or appropriately permitted 
RCRA Landfill 

Excavated/dredged areas backfilling with natural fill 

Habitat Restoration/Mitigation 

Dewatering fluids treatment and discharge 

Monitoring (years 1, 2, and 5 only) 

Five-year review (year 5 only) 

Estimated Time for Design and Construction: 2.5 to 3 years 

Estimated Capital Cost: $17,140,000 to $26,325,000 (depending on volume of material to be disposed) 

Fs?imated Operation and .Maintenance/! ong-term bbnitorin~u Cost. S 105.380Jyr (vears ’ 2 and 5 onlvi 

Estimated 5-year Review Cost: $21,50015 yr 

Estimated Total Cost 130year net present worth at a 7% discount rate): $17,420,000 to $26,606,000 

(depending on volume of material to be disposed) 
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Offshore Area Alternatives 

. 

The offshore alternatives were developed to address sediment contamination exceeding baseline PRGs in 

the subtidal zone adjacent to the McAllister Point Landfill. This area was designated by the ecological risk 

assessment as posing risks to marine biota due to concentrations of PAHs, pesticides/PCBs, butyltins, and 

metals in the marine sediments. 

Alternative OS-l : No Action 

The no action alternative, as required under the NCP, would involve no remedial response activities for 

impacted sediment in the offshore areas. However, it would provide a baseline for comparison to other 

offshore alternatives. Under this alternative, no remedial actions would be performed, access to marine 

sediments offshore of the site would not be restricted, and no direct protection of marine biota would be 

provided. Since sediment contamination would remain, 5-year reviews of the no action decision would be 

required. 

The only component of Alternative OS-l is: 

. Five-year reviews 

Estimated Time for Design and Construction: not applicable 

Estimated Capital Cost: $0 

Estimated Operation and Maintenance/Long-term Monitoring Cost: $0 

Estimated 5year Review Cost: $21,500/5 yr 

Estimated Total Cost /30-year net present worth at a 7% discount rate): $46,000 

Alternative OS-2: Limited Action 

Alternative OS-2 is a limited action option that would provide no direct remedial response activities. No 

containment, removal, and/or treatment of contaminated marine sediments would be conductled, and no 

erosion control actions would prevent potential migration of contaminated sediment into Narragansett Bay 

and connecting waterways. This alternative would provide no use restrictions, since no risk to human 

health was identified. A iong-term monitoring program and 5-vear reviews wou!d he conducted to evaluate , 

risks to the environment posed by the site. For the purposes of costing, it was assumed that annual 

monitoring would be conducted for the first 5 years and then the sampling frequency would be reduced 

from annually to every 5 years. The actual monitoring frequency would be determined by the Navy and 

regulatory agencies based on the monitoring results and 5-year reviews. 
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The major components of Alternative OS-2 are: 

. Long-term monitoring 

. Five-year reviews 

Estimated Time for Design and Implementation (first year monitoring): 6 months 

Estimated Capital Cost: $0 

Estimated Operation and Maintenance/Long-term Monitoring Cost: $110,20O/yr (years 1-5 & at 5-year 

intervals thereafter) 

Estimated 5-year Review Cost: $21,500/5 yr 

Estimated Total Cost (30-year net present worth at a 7% discount rate): $657,000 

Alternative OS-3: Capping 

This alternative, while providing no contaminant removal or treatment, would limit potential risks to the 

environment by implementing engineering controls. The main component of the containment alternative 

would be construction of a natural cap to be placed over the impacted sediment in the designated offshore 

areas. The cap would cover an estimated 40.9 acres of the offshore area where sediment concentrations 

exceeded baseline PRGs. The cap would minimize direct environmental exposure to contaminated marine 

sediment; allow for the restoration of marine biota; and restrict movement and control erosion and 

subsequent migration of contaminated sediment into unimpacted areas of Narragansett Bay. A long-term 

O&M program, including annual inspections and as-needed repair, would be conducted to ensure that the 

cap remains in good condition and remains protective over the years. A long-term monitoring program and 

5-year reviews would be conducted to evaluate potential risks to the environment posed by the site and 

to evaluate the effectiveness of the remedial alternative. For the purposes of costing, it was assumed that 

annual monitoring would be conducted for the first 5 years and then the sampling frequency would be 

reduced from annually to every 5 years. The actual monitoring frequency would be determined by the Navy 

and regulatory agencies based on the monitoring results-and 5-year reviews. 

The major components of Alternative OS-3 are: 

. Pre-design investigation 

* Sedimentation controls 

0 Natural cap installation 

. Long-term O&M of the capped area 

. Long-term monitoring 
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. Five-year reviews 

Estimated Time for Design and Construction: 2.5 to 3 years 

Estimated Capital Cost: $14,793,000 to $25,700,000 (depending on size of area to be capped) 

Estimated Operation and Maintenance/Long-term Monitoring Cost: $110,20O/yr (years l-5 & at 5-year 

intervals thereafter) 

Estimated 5-year Review Cost: $21,50015 yr 

Estimated Total Cost (30~year net present worth at a 7% discount rate): $15,450,000 to $2Ei,357,000 

(depending on size of area to be capped) 

Alternative OS-4: Dredging and Disposal 

Alternative OS-4 would involve removing contaminated sediment, dewatering the removed materials, 

treating discharge water, restoring disturbed habitats, and disposing the solids (estimated alt between 

58,000 and 79,000 cubic yards) at an approved disposal facility. Although no treatment is provided, this 

alternative would reduce potential risks to marine biota by removing contaminated sediment from the 

offshore area and disposing it in an appropriately secured landfill. This alternative would include treating 

and disposing dewatering liquids and restoring the marine environment impacted by the sedimeint removal 

operations. Since no contaminants exceeding the PRGs would remain on site, a long-term monitoring 

program and 5-year reviews would not be required. Mitigation of subtidal aquatic habitat alteration would 

require monitoring to evaluate the success of restoration measures. 

The major components of Alternative OS-4 are: 

. Pre-design investigation 

. Sedimentation controls 

. Contaminated sediment excavation/dredging (all sediment exceeding baseline PRGs) 

- . Excavated sediments dewatering for disposal 

. Excavated sediment disposal in an off-site RCRA Subtitle D landfill without treatment 

. Dewatering fluids treatment and discharge 

. Monitoring (years 1, 2, and 51 

. Five-year review (year 5 only) 

Estimated Time for Design and Construction: 2 to 2.5 years 

Estimated Capital Cost: $31,286,000 to $56,703,000 (depending on size of area to be excavated) 

Estimated Operation and Maintenance/Long-term Monitoring Cost: $19,44O/yr (years 1, 2, & 5) 
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Estimated 5-year Review Cost: $0 

Estimated Total Cost (30-year netpresent worth at a 7% discount rate): $31,335,000 to $56,752,000 

(depending on size of area to be excavated) 

2.10 SUMMARY OF THE COMPARATIVE ANALYSIS OF ALTERNATIVES 

The NCP provides nine criteria to evaluate each of the remedial alternatives that were analyzed in the FS 

for this area. These criteria are divided into three groups: threshold criteria (statutory requirements that 

must be met), balancing criteria (technical factors that help distinguish between different alternatives), and 

modifying criteria (acceptance by state officials and local residents). This section of the ROD provides a 

comparative analysis of the remedial alternatives relative to each of the nine selection criteria. Because 

the Navy has considered separate sets of alternatives for both the nearshore/elevated-risk offshore areas, 

and the offshore areas, the ROD will discuss each set of alternatives separately. 

Threshold Criteria 

Overall protection of human health and the environment 

The overall protection of human health and the environment is the primary concern, and one of the 

statutory requirements, in remedy selection. A remedial action is protective of human health and the 

environment if it eliminates, reduces, or controls current and potential future exposure risks to human and 

ecological receptors through each applicable exposure pathway. 

Comparison of Nearshofe/Elevated-Risk Offshore remedial alternatives for this criterion 

Because no actions would be taken under alternative NS/ER-1, this alternative would provide no additional 

protection of human health or the environment. Alternative NSIER-2 would provide limited protection of 

human health through implementation of access restrictions to discourage use of the site for shellfishing, 

but would provide no protection to aquatic animals or plants. 

Alternative NSIER-3 would provide protection of both human health and the environment by containing 

(isolating) the contaminated marine sediment and landfill debris beneath a constructed cap. For this - 

Protecrion to last, the cap must be designed, constructed, and maintained to withstand the severe coastal 

storms that can be expected at this site. Alternative NS/ER-4 would provide similar overall protection to 

NS/ER-3, except that approximately 22,000 cubic yards of contaminated sediments would be dredged and 

disposed in a secured landfill, resulting in a smaller area and volume of contaminated sediments remaining 
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in the NS/ER area. If the caps were to fail, NS/ER-4 would provide greater reduction in risk by permanently 

removing a large volume of contaminants from the bay. It may be somewhat easier to ensum the long- 

term integrity of the capped area under NS/ER-4, because it would be somewhat smaller than under 

NS/ER-3; however, the difference is not expected to be significant. 

Alternative NSIER-5 would provide greater overall protection of human health and the environment than 

any of the other alternatives because contaminants would be permanently removed from the bay. The 

removal of all of the highly contaminated NS/ER sediments also ensures that this remedial alternative would 

be effective over time, and would eliminate the need for long-term Operation & Maintenance (O&M). 

Comparison of Offshore Remedial Alternatives for this Criterion 

The no action (OS-11 alternative would provide no additional protection of ecological receptors (no human 

health receptors were determined to be associated with offshore contamination). Alternative OS-2 would 

be somewhat more protective than OS-l because long-term monitoring and 5-year reviews would provide 

a means to evaluate changes in contaminant concentrations and any associated changes in ecological 

risks. 

Alternative OS-3 would provide protection to the environment by containing the contaminated marine 

sediment, assuming its cap could be designed, constructed, and maintained to withstand the impacts of 

tides and weather. Alternative OS-4 would prevent potential risks to the environment through contaminant 

removal. Short-term impacts of this alternative would be somewhat greater than those of OS-3 because 

of the large amount of dredging involved. 

Alternatives OS-3 and OS-4 may actually provide less overall protection of the environment than the other 

alternatives because the impacts of the remedial actions may be greater than the reductions in 

contaminant-related risk. Both OS-3 and OS-4 would result in the permanent destruction of eelgrass beds 

offshore of the landfill. Mitigation for this loss would be-difficult. Additionally, the remedial ac:tions taken 

under Alternatives OS-3 and OS-4 would likely result in excessive sediment resuspension, which may 

increase the area impacted by contaminated sediment and damage sensitive aquatic receptors. For these 

reasons, Alternatives OS-3 and OS-4 are considered more damaging to the environment in the short and 

long term than OS-1 and OS-2. 

. 
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Compliance with Applicable or Relevant and Appropriate Requirements 

. 
Section 121 (d) of CERCLA requires that remedial actions at CERCLA sites attain legally applicable or 

relevant and appropriate Federal and State requirements, standards, criteria, and limitations which are 

collectively referred to as “ARARs,” unless such ARARs are waived under CERCLA section 121 (d)(4). 

Applicable requirements are those substantive environmental protection or facility siting requirements, 

criteria, or limitations promulgated under Federal or State law that specifically address hazardous 

substances, the remedial action to be implemented at the site, the location of the site, or other 

circumstances present at the site. Relevant and appropriate requirements are those substantive 

environmental protection or facility siting requirements, criteria, or limitations promulgated under Federal 

or State law which, while not applicable to the hazardous materials found at the site, the remedial action 

itself, the site location, or other circumstances at the site, nevertheless address problems or situations 

sufficiently similar to those encountered at the site that their use is well-suited to the site. 

This criterion addresses whether a remedy will meet all of the applicable or relevant and appropriate 

requirements or provide a basis for invoking a waiver of specific ARARs. 

Comparison of Nearsbore/Elevated-Risk Offshore Remedial Alternatives for this Criterion 

Alternatives NS/ER-1 and NS/ER-2 fail to meet chemical-specific ARARs (water quality standards) used to 

derive sediment PRGs. Alternatives NS/ER-3 and NSIER-4 would comply with federal and state chemical- 

specific ARARs used to derive sediment PRGs as long as the proposed cap prevents exposure to sediments 

exceeding the PRGs, and contaminants from these sediments do not migrate through the cap. Alternative 

NS/ER-5 would comply with federal and state chemical-specific ARARs used to derive sediment PRGs 

because sediments exceeding the PRGs would be removed by dredging. 

There are no location-specific or action-specific ARARs for Alternative NSIER-1 . Alternative NSIER-2 does 

not satisfy federal location-specific ARARs for the protection of wetlands and floodplains, or State 

hazardous waste standards for facilities within a floodplain. 

Alternative NS/ER-3 would cause the permanent loss of some intertidal habitat as a result of construction 
- 

of its cap, and this would have to be mitigated by creation or restoration of aquatic habitat off site to 

comply with the Clean Water Act (CWA) Section 404. NSIER-3 could only be selected if there were no 

practicable alternative that had less effect on aquatic resources. Alternative NSIER-4 would not result in 

permanent habitat loss because it requires sediment excavation to ensure that the cap will leave site 
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topography unchanged. Alternatives NSIER-3 and NS/ER-4 can only satisfy state and federal location 

standards for hazardous waste facilities if their caps can be constructed and maintained to withstand a 

loo-year storm event. It is unclear from existing information whether an underwater cap meeting this 

standard could be built. Aquatic habitat damaged in the construction of NS/ER-4 and NS/ER-3 would have 

to be restored to comply with CWA Section 404 standards. If these conditions were met, Alternatives 

NS/ER-3 and NS/ER-4 would meet all state and federal location-specific ARARs. In addition, NS/ER-3 and 

NS/ER-4 would meet all state and federal action-specific ARARs. 

Alternative NS/ER-5 would meet all state and federal location-specific ARARs and all state and federal 

action-specific ARARs if it were properly implemented. To satisfy the CWA Section 404 requirements, 

damaged aquatic habitats would have to be restored, but NS/ER-5 is not expected to cause any permanent 

habitat losses. 

Comparison of Offshore remedial alternatives for this criterion 

Alternatives OS-l and OS-2 would meet chemical-specific ARARs (state and federal water quality criteria) 

only if sediments in the offshore area do not exceed the recommended PRGs derived from these standards. 

Limited data indicate that these areas do not exceed the recommended PRGs, but additional monitoring 

is needed to ensure compliance. Alternative OS-l does not include monitoring, while OS-2 does. 

Alternative OS-l does not have any state or federal location-specific or action-specific ARARs. Alternative 

OS-2 would meet all location-specific and action-specific ARARs by conducting monitoring activities in 

accordance with the identified regulations and coordinating with appropriate agencies to find ways to 

minimize adverse effects to fish, wildlife, and endangered species from monitoring activities. 

Alternative OS-3 would comply with federal and state chemical- and action-specific ARARs (water quality 

standards) if the proposed cap can be designed, constructed, and maintained to contain contaminants and 

protect the environment. Alternative OS-4 would compiy with chemical- and action-specific ARARs. 

Alternatives OS-3 and OS-4 would meet all state and federal location-specific ARARs by ConductinS 

activities in accordance with applicable regulations and coordinating with appropriate agencies. However, 

both alternatives would destroy the eelgrass beds offshore of the landfill. Because restoration of the 

destroyed eelgrass beds may not be possible, it may be necessary to modify the alternatives to avoid 

impacting the eelgrass beds or conduct off-site or out-of-kind mitigation measures. For either of these 

alternatives to be selected, it would have to be the least damaging practicable alternative. 
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Balancing Criteria 

Long-term Effectiveness and Permanence 

Long term effectiveness and permanence refers to expected residual risk and the ability of a remedy to 

maintain reliable protection of human health and the environment over time, once cleanup levels have been 

met. This criterion includes the consideration of residual risk and the adequacy and reliability of proposed 

physical and institutional controls. 

Comparison of Nearshore/Elevated-Risk Offshore Remedial Alternatives for this Criterion 

Alternative NS/ER-1 would provide no additional long-term effectiveness or permanence in addressing 

sediment contamination at the site. Properly enforced, Alternative NS/ER-2 would be somewhat effective 

at minimizing human health risks by discouraging/deterring site access. It would not be effective in limiting 

any potentially adverse environmental impacts or potential migration of contamination. Alternatives NS/ER- 

3 and NWER-4 would provide a higher level of long-term effectiveness than would NS/ER-2 by preventing 

direct contact with contaminated sediment through containment/capping. As mentioned above, the 

containment alternatives can only be effective if the caps can be designed, constructed, and maintained 

to withstand a loo-year storm event. Because Alternative NSIER-4 would decrease the area and volume 

of contaminated sediments remaining, long-term risks are expected to be lower than for capping alone 

(Alternative NS/ER-3). 

Alternative NS/ER-5 would be the most effective alternative in eliminating long-term risks to human health 

and the environment because it removes most of the contaminated media from the marine environment. 

Because some contaminated sediment would remain beneath the landfill revetment, this alternative 

assumes that monitoring would be conducted to ensure the effectiveness of the remedy. A review would 

be conducted to assess whether additional actions or continued monitoring are necessary, further ensuring 

an effective, permanent solution. 

Comparison of Offshore Remedial Alternatives for this Criterion 

Alternative OS-l would provide no long-term effectiveness and permanence in addressing sediment 

contamrnatlon at the site. Alternative OS-2 would provide limited long-term effectiveness and permanence 

by monitoring changes in site conditions and risks, and assessing whether the changes dictate the need 

for further remedial actions. Alternative OS-3 would provide a higher level of long-term effectiveness than 

would OS-I and OS-Z, provided that the proposed cap can be designed, constructed, and maintained to 
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withstand washing out within a dynamic marine environment. No information is available to determine 

whether the containment alternative would be effective in the long term. Alternative OS-4 woluld provide 

a higher level of long-term effectiveness than the other three offshore alternatives. By removing the 

contaminated sediment from the marine environment, Alternative OS-4 would permanently eliminate long- 

term risks to the marine biota due to direct contact with contaminated sediment. Disposal of colntaminated 

sediment at an off-site landfill would eliminate the need for long-term management and monitoring of 

untreated sediments or residuals on site (which would be required under the other OS alternatives). 

Reduction of Toxicity, Mobility, or Volume Through Treatment 

This criterion refers to the anticipated performance of any treatment technologies that are inclulded as part 

of the proposed remedy. 

Comparison of Nearshore/Eleva ted-Risk Offshore Remedial Alternatives for this Criterion 

Alternatives NS/ER-1 , NSIER-2, NS/ER-3, and NS/ER-4 would not provide any reduction of toxicity, mobility, 

or volume through treatment. Alternative NS/ER-5 would reduce the toxicity and mobility through treatment 

of a small fraction (approximately 9 percent) of the contaminated sediment that is disposed off site 

(approximately 1 percent of total dredged volume). The overall volume of contaminated sediment would 

not be reduced, and may actually be increased by treatment under Alternative NS/ER-5 due to bulking 

associated with stabilization treatment before landfilling. 

Comparison of Offshore remedial alternatives for this criterion 

None of the alternatives would provide reduction of toxicity, mobility, or volume through treatment. 

Short-term Effectiveness 

Short-term effectiveness addresses the period of time needed to implement the remedy and any adverse 

impacts that may be posed to the workers, the community, and the environment during construction and 

operation of the remedy until cleanup goals are achieved. 

- 
Comparison of Nearshore/Elevated-Risk Offshore remedial alternatives for this criterion 

The no action alternative would not change short-term risks and would never achieve RAOs at the site. 

For Alternative NS/ER-2, which would take about 1 month to implement, a minimal increase in short-term 
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risks would result because of disturbances to subsurface conditions during fencing, buoy system 

installation, and monitoring activities. Human health RAOs would be achieved but environmental RAOs 

would not. 

Alternatives NS/ER-3, NS/ER-4 and NS/ER-5 would all temporarily eliminate intertidal and subtidal aquatic 

habitat during dredging and filling. For each of these action alternatives it would take approximately l-4 

years from the completion of construction activities for the natural aquatic community to be re-established. 

Alternatives NS/ER-3, NS/ER-4 and NSIER-5 would all potentially result in increases in short-term risks due 

to disruption and suspension of contaminated sediment during site preparation, dredging (NS/ER-4 and 

NS/ER-51, and cap construction (NSIER-3 and NS/ER-4) activities. These risks would increase as the 

volume of contaminated sediment suspended increases, but measures to reduce or contain sediment 

suspension could be used to minimize these risks. Dredging (NWER-4 and NWER-5) could also increase 

risks to workers (from contact with contaminated media and landfill debris). These risks could be minimized 

by using personal protective equipment. 

NS/ER-3 would take less time to meet RAOs - approximately 10 months of cap construction- and disrupt 

less sediment than NS/ER-4, which would take approximately 20 months to meet RAOs (dredging, capping, 

disposing sediment and debris). Dredging and backfilling for NWER-5 would potentially disrupt the most 

contaminated sediment and create the greatest short-term environmental risk. RAOs under this alternative 

would take approximately 23 months to attain (dredging, backfill, disposing sediment and debris). 

Additional environmental risks may result from NWER-5 if the integrity of the McAllister Point Landfill were 

compromised during removal activities at the toe of the landfill. Extensive shoring may be required in the 

central portion of the landfill shoreline to protect the landfill cap and prevent these risks. 

Comparison of Offshore remedial alternatives for this criterion 

The no action (OS-1 1 alternative would not change short-term risks at the site. It is uncertain when or if 

RAOs would be achieved under this alternative. Alternative OS-2 would result in slight short-term risks 

to workers from monitoring activities - risks that could be minimized by using protective equipment. 

Monitoring efforts included in OS-2 would help determine if or when RAOs were achieved. 

Alternative OS-3 could increase short-term risks by disrupting and suspending contaminated sediment 

Measures to minimize and/or contain sediment suspension would reduce short-term risks to the marine 

environment by limiting discharge to offshore waters, while protective equipment would protect workers. 

Alternative OS-3 would take about 21 months to meet RAOs. Alternative OS-4 would result in somewhat 

greater short-term impacts (due to the larger amount of dredging) and the same degree of long-term 

. 
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impacts to the environment as OS-3. OS-4 would meet RAOs in about 14 months. Both OS-3 and OS-4 

could destroy eelgrass beds offshore of the landfill, a loss that would be difficult to mitigate except through 
. 

off-site or out-of-kind mitigation. 

Implementability 

Implementability addresses the technical and administrative feasibility of a remedy from design through 

construction and operation. Factors such as availability of services and materials, administrative feasibility, 

and coordination with other governmental entities are considered under this criterion. 

Comparison of Nearshore/Elevated-Risk Offshore remedial alternatives for this criterion 

The no action alternative is the most readily implementable. It would require no construction activities. 

Limited actions associated with Alternative NEVER-2 would also be readily implemented. The most 

cumbersome component in implementing NS/ER-2 is providing continual enforcement of the access and 

use restrictions on state-owned land. Continued maintenance of the fencing and buoy system. would be 

required to ensure protection of human health. Implementation would not limit conducting future remedial 

actions at the site, if deemed necessary. 

Implementation of Alternatives NS/ER-3, NSIER-4, and NS/ER-5 would require significant efforts, both 

technically and administratively. Implementation is complex because of the location of the <area to be 

dredged (NWER-4 and NS/ER-5) and capped (NS/ER-3 and NS/ER-4) in the intertidal zone adjacent to the 

landfill. For NSIER-3 and NS/ER-4, the performance standards the cap must meet (the cap must be 

designed, constructed, and maintained to withstand a loo-year storm within a high energy coa.stline) also 

increase the difficulty of implementation. As noted above, NWER-3 would also result in the permanent loss 

of aquatic habitat, and would require mitigation measures that may be difficult to implement, such as the 

creation of new intertidal habitat off site. Although it does not require the construction of an underwater 

cap, Alternative NWER-5’s deep sediment excavation near the landfill may require the installation of a 

substantial shoring system in the central portion of the landfill shoreline to protect the existing landfill cap. 

For all of these alternatives, implementation is further complicated by difficult land-based site access. 

Water-based access may also be difficult, as some areas may be too shallow for barge access but too deep 

for a temporary cofferdam to effectively hold back water. Site preparation, dredging, capping, and shoring- - 

system construction would all be affected by these access limitations. 
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Comparison of Offshore remedial alternatives for this criterion 

. 
Both the no action (OS-I) and limited action (OS-2) alternatives are readily implementable. They would 

require no construction activities. Both Alternative OS-3 and Alternative OS-4 would require coordination 

and agreement with regulatory agencies regarding marine dredging and filling operations and potential 

effects on fisheries, endangered species, aquatic habitat, and historical and coastal resources. As noted 

above, mitigation measures for the inevitable destruction of eelgrass habitat that would result from 

pursuing Alternative OS-3 or OS-4 would be difficult to implement. 

The implementation of Alternative OS-3 would also be difficult because of 1) the location of the 

contaminated marine sediment to be contained/capped, and 2) the performance standards the cap must 

meet (it must be designed, constructed, and maintained to withstand washing out within the dynamic 

marine environment of the bay). Alternative OS-4 may be somewhat harder to implement than OS-3 

because of the likely difficulty in finding adequate disposal capacity for the large volume of sediments that 

would be removed. 

cost 

This criterion evaluates the capital, annual operations and maintenance (O&M), and present worth costs 

for each alternative, and includes a cost sensitivity analysis that illustrates how the cost would change if 

the volume of contaminated materials that require removal is greater or less than the estimated volume. 

Present worth costs were developed for a 30 year period at a 7 percent discount rate. 

Comparison of Near-ShoreBevated-Risk Offshore Remedial Alternatives for this Cn*tetion 

COStS 

Capital ($1 
O&M and 
Monitoring 

Alt. NS/ER-1 : Alt. NS/ER-2: Alt. NS/ER-3: Alt. NSIER4: Alt. NS/ER-5: 
No Action Limited Action Capping Capping with Dredging and 

Dredging Disposal 
0 $25,000 $11,976,000 $17,172,000 $22,339,000 

0 $94,600 $105,300 (yrs $124800 (yrs l-5) $120,800 (yrs I-5) 
l-5) and S-vr and 5-yr intervals and 5-yr intervals (yrs 1, 2. 8~ 5) 

1 (S/v) / intervals - 1 $35,000 (rem. yrs) / $35,000 (rem. yrs) j 

5-Year Reviews $21,5001 
5 yr 

NET PRESENT $46,000 
WORTH 

i SENSiTiVlTY ANALYSIS - 

Net Present No Change 
Worth: +20% 
Vol. 

Net Present No Change 
Worth: 
-30% Vol. 

$8,800 (yrs 6-30) 
$21,500/5 yr $21,500/5 yr $21,50015 yr $21,500/5 yr 

(Year 5 Only) 
$656,000 $12.933.000 $18,129,000 $22,619,000 

__. 

No Change $14,829,000 $20,365,000 / $26,606,000 

No Change $10,088,000 $14,775,000 $17,420,000 
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Comparison of Offshore Remedial Altema tives for this Criterion . 

COStS Alternative OS-l : 
No Action 

Capital ($1 0 

O&M (S/yr) $21,500/5 yr 

Five Year $21,500/5 yr 
Reviews 

NET 
PRESENT $46,000 

WORTH ($1 

SENSITIVITY ANALYSIS 

Net Present 
Worth ($1: No Change 

+30% Vol. 

Net Present 
Worth ($1: No Change 

-30% Vol. 

Alternative OS-2: Alternative OS-3: Alternative OS4: 
Limited Action Capping Dredging and Disposal 

0 $20,246,000 $43,994,000 

$110,200 (yrs 1-5 $110,200 (yrs l-5 $19,440 
and 5-yr intervals) and 5-yr intervals) (yrs 1, 2,, and 5) 

$21,500/5 yr $21,500/5 yr 0 

$657,000 $20,904,000 $44,043,000 

No Change $26,357,000 $56,752:,000 

No Change $15,450,000 $31,335,000 

1 

The Navy is planning the release of funds so that the project will not have to be phased due 1:o funding 

constraints. However, weather conditions or other factors may require that the project be conducted in 

more than one mobilization. If it appears based on the results of the pre-design investigation that the 

project will have to be phased, a revised cost estimate will be completed to reflect the anticipated 

construction schedule. 

Modifying Criteria 

State/Support Agency Acceptance 

This criterion evaluates whether state agencies (in this case, the RIDEM) agree with the proposed 

alternatives. 

Comparison of Nearshore/Elevated-Risk Offshore Remedial Alternatives for this Criterion 

RIDEM has expressed its support for NS/ER-5 (see RIDEM’s concurrence letter in Appendix A). RIDEM does 
- 

not believe that the remaining alternatives are acceptable because they would all leave contaminated 

sediments and landfill materials in the bay. 
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Comparison of Offshore Remedial Alternatives for this Criterion 

RIDEM has expressed its support for OS-2 (see RIDEM’s concurrence letter in Appendix A). 

Community Acceptance 

This criterion documents the approval, objections, suggestions, or modifications that the public offered to 

the Navy during the comment period on the proposed plan for this site. 

Comparison of Nearshore/Elevated-Risk Offshore Remedial Alternatives for this Criterion 

During public comment periods and meetings, the community has expressed its support for conducting a 

remedial action in the nearshore and elevated-risk offshore areas to reduce risks to humans and the 

environment, but one community group has questioned whether the selected remedy is the best proposal 

for expenditure of the limited funds available for cleanup at NAVSTA Newport. Public comments (and the 

Navy’s responses) are summarized in Section 3 and included in Appendix B. 

In written comments on the Proposed Plan, the Aquidneck Island Citizen’s Advisory Board (AlCAB) 

questioned whether the selected remedy is the best proposal for expenditure of the available funds for 

cleanup at NAVSTA Newport. AICAB has also requested that McAllister Point Landfill not be used for 

disposal of dredged materials and that the Navy coordinate with appropriate agencies (such as the Rhode 

Island Coastal Resources Management Council [CRMCI) in order to make use of “clean” fill from 

navigational dredging projects as backfill for dredged areas. 

The CRMC also submitted a written comment requesting that the Navy consider using dredged material 

from Rhode Island marinas to backfill the dredged areas. 

Comparison of Offshore Remedial Alternatives for this criterion 

The only feedback received on the proposed remedy for the offshore area was from AICAB. In written 

comments on the Proposed Plan, AICAB states that no remedial action is needed in the offshore area 

because the contaminant levels reported in the offshore area are below the recommended cleanup levels 
- 

IPRGs). AICAB recommends that during and after the nearshore cleanup is complete. some monitoring be 

performed in the areas adjacent to the nearshore to assess migration from the nearshore areas. This 

monitoring would be conducted as part of the monitoring of the nearshore remedial action. AICAB states 

that the “No Action” alternative (OS-l) appears to be appropriate for the offshore areas. 
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2.11 SELECTED REMEDY 

This section provides a detailed description of the selected remedy, a summary of the estimated remedy 

costs, and a discussion of the expected outcomes of the remedial action. 

Selected Remedy for the Nearshore/Elevated Risk Offshore areas 

The Selected Remedy for the nearshore/elevated-risk offshore area is alternative NS/ER-5, Dredging and 

Disposal. This alternative envisions installing a shoring system to protect the landfill cap during sediment 

removal, removing all landfill debris and all contaminated sediment exceeding recommencled PRGs, 

dewatering the removed materials, treating and discharging dewatering fluids to the bay, disposing the 

solids in the McAllister Point Landfill and appropriately permitted off-base landfills, and refilling the dredged 

area back to the original grade. To implement this remedy, the following activities would be required: 

Pre-Design Investigation 

A Pre-Design Investigation (PDI) would be performed to gather information needed to complete the final 

remedial design. The PDI would include a series of soil borings, and sediment and elutriate samples to 

confirm the nature and extent of contamination and determine the treatment requirements for fluids to be 

generated during dredging and dewatering. Approximately 35 soil borings would be needed to confirm the 

extent of sediment contamination and define the area for sediment removal. Borings would also be used 

to gather geotechnical information needed to select the dredging methods best suited for the materials 

present and determine the type and amount of shoring needed to ensure the stability of the landfill during 

dredging close to the revetment. The PDI would also include a detailed evaluation of the McAlllister Point 

Landfill as a potential site for disposal of contaminated sediment. 

Sedimentation Controls 

Engineering controls would be installed around the perimeter of the area to be excavated/dredged to 

minimize sediment migration. A floating silt curtain, temporary coffer dam, or other appropriate particulate 

resuspension/turbidity control features would be placed around the perimeter of the construction area 

during implementation of this alternative. This would help minimize potential adverse environmental effects 

associated with sedimenr suspension. 
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Contaminated Sediment and Debris Excavation/Dredging of all Sediment Exceeding PRGs 

l 

Removal activities are anticipated to include both land-based excavation and barge-based mechanical 

dredging. Land-based excavation would be performed in the “south depositional area” using conventional 

earth-moving equipment such as track-mounted excavators, front-end loaders, bulldozers, and dump trucks. 

A portable cofferdam would be constructed along the outer limit of the work area and dewatering pumps 

would operate continuously to allow excavation to proceed in relatively dry conditions. (Water pumped 

from the work area would be treated as necessary to meet applicable discharge standards.) The remaining 

areas would be dredged using barge-mounted mechanical dredging equipment that could include clamshell 

dredges, orange-peel dredges, dipper-dredges, or excavators. 

As part of the dredging operation, it will be necessary to protect portions of the McAllister Point Landfill 

from the effects of sediment excavation. Alternative NS/ER-5 would include relatively deep excavation of 

sediment near the toe of the landfill revetment. Extensive sheeting and shoring may be required to enable 

deep excavation near the revetment. Based on review of the as-built drawings for the landfill cap, the 

existing revetment extends to an average depth of approximately 4 to 6 feet below grade. Previous soil 

borings, which were advanced near the toe of this revetment, indicated landfill materials were present at 

depths below the lower limit of the revetment at many locations, with landfill materials extending to a 

depth of as much as 15 feet below grade near the center of the landfill shoreline. In order to remove 

contaminated sediment and debris below the lower limit of the revetment, sheeting and shoring will likely 

be required to protect against potential slope failure. 

Due to the shallow depth to bedrock and the potential presence of landfill debris (submarine netting, 

concrete rubble, boulders, etc.) in the subgrade adjacent to the revetment (which would interfere with 

placement of sheetpile), it may not be possible to stabilize and protect the revetment and landfill cap using 

standard sheetpile alone. For the purposes of costing it was assumed that the shoring system would 

consist of H-pile/ soldier beams drilled 10 to 20 feet into the existing bedrock on 5-foot centers and cross 

braced with Sted walers. The sheeting would be driven prior to dredging or, in the event refusal was 

encountered prior to the desired depth, the sheeting would be installed as the excavation/dredging of the 

contaminated sediment progresses. The sheeting would be removed after the contaminated sediments 

were removed and the areas were backfilled, and the H-piles would be cut flush to grade. Due to difficult 

access to the area, the feasibility and potential designs of the shoring system would need to be thoroughly 
- 

Investigated during the remedial design. 
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Excavated Sediment and Debris De wa tering and Processing for Disposal or Reuse/Treatment and Discharge 

of De wa tering Fluids 

Materials excavated by land-based methods would be transported over land to Coddington Cove for staging 

and processing. Dredged materials would be dewatered on an offshore barge and then tralnsported to 

Pier 1 for final processing and staging. Water generated from sediment dewatering would be treated to 

meet applicable standards and then be discharged to the bay. 

An estimated 34,000 cubic yards of landfill debris and contaminated sediment would be excavated as part 

of Alternative NS/ER-5. The sediment would be screened/degritted to remove any trash1 or debris. 

Excavated/dredged sediment would be screened to remove debris and stones over approximately 6 inches 

in diameter. The screened material would be segregated as follows: 

. For the purposes of this ROD, it was assumed that approximately 20 percent of the dredged material 

(6,800 cubic yards) would be over 6 inches in diameter and would be suitable for reuse after 

decontamination by methods permitted under relevant hazardous waste standards. These large rocks 

and boulders would be decontaminated to remove any contaminated sediments, and staged for reuse 

as revetment stone, wave breaks, or backfill. 

. Screened material less than or equal to 6 inches in diameter (27,000 cubic yards or 80 percent of the 

excavated material) would be staged separately for disposal. All trash and debris such as steel, 

concrete, submarine netting, etc. (estimated at 500 tons) would be included with this portion of the 

excavated material, regardless of size. Any large debris to be sent off site for recycling or disposal 

would first be decontaminated to remove any contaminated sediments. Water generated from rock and 

debris decontamination would be treated to meet applicable standards and then dischargeal to the bay. 

Sediment and solids would be collected and transferred to a land-based staging area at Pier 1. At this 

staging area, further processing of the solids would be accomplished, if necessary for disposal. Free liquid 

would be removed from the sediment through gravity drainage and the addition of drying agents such as 

lime or cement, since landfill facilities are prohibited from accepting materials that contain excess free 

liquid. Water from the dewatering process would be treated to meet applicable state and federal discharge 

standards. These activities would be conducted within a defined drainage and mixing location at - 

Coddington Cove. 
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Sediment and Debris Disposal in McAllister Point Landfill, RCRA Subtitle D Landfill (with and/or without 

treatment), and RCRA Subtitle C Landfill 

Stabilized sediment samples would be collected and analyzed to verify that the material meets land 

disposal criteria prior to disposal. Analyses for off-site disposal would include those associated with RCRA 

hazardous waste determinations (toxic characteristic leaching procedure (TCLP), ignitability, corrosivity, 

and reactivity), as well as those related to federal land ban requirements. 

Evaluation of the existing analytical data indicates that sediment contaminant levels are low enough that 

the material would likely meet requirements for disposal in a RCRA Subtitle D landfill without treatment. 

However, due to uncertainties in the characterization of the nature and extent of sediment contamination, 

this ROD assumes that approximately 10 percent of the material would need treatment prior to off-base 

disposal or would require disposal in a RCRA C facility. 

A preliminary evaluation of the McAllister Point Landfill indicates that there may be sufficient volume 

available within the landfill to accept approximately 21,000 to 26,000 cubic yards (approximately 78 to 

96 percent) of the sediments to be disposed under Alternative NSIER-5. The final determination of whether 

to dispose the sediments at the McAllister Point Landfill or transport them off site for disposal at RCRA 

landfills will be made during the PDI, considering the off-site disposal costs at the time, the technical 

feasibility of expanding the landfill, and community concerns regarding re-opening and expanding the 

landfill. 

For the purposes of this ROD, it was assumed that the excavated/dewatered sediment would be placed 

in the existing McAllister Point Landfill (which meets RCRA Subtitle C standards) for final disposal until no 

further capacity is available, and the remaining materials would be disposed off base at an appropriate 

facility. Due to the large expected volume of contaminated sediment requiring disposal, the use of 

McAllister Point Landfill as well as one or more off-site facilities would likely be required. The plan for 

disposal of contaminated sediments is outlined as follov&: 

. Disposal of the majority of contaminated sediment and debris on site at the McAllister Point landfill 

until there is no further capacity available. For costing purposes, it was assumed that McAllister Point 

Landfill has an available capacity of approximately 21,000 cubic yards. Effort would be made to 

dispose any sediment identified as hazardous waste In the McAllister Point Landfill; however, some 

sediments determined to be hazardous after the landfill capacity has been reached may require off-site 

disposal. 
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. Disposal of the remaining sediment and debris off site (6,000 cubic yards) with the following 

assumptions: 

Ninety percent of the sediment and debris disposed off site (5400 cubic yards) would be placed 

in a RCRA Subtitle D landfill without treatment. (All large debris - an estimated 500 tons - would 

be decontaminated by pressure washing before being disposed in a RCRA Subtitle D landfill or 

recycled.) 

Nine percent of the sediment and debris disposed off site (540 cubic yards) would require 

stabilization (addition of cement or other chemical binding agents) due to elevated metals 

concentrations, prior to disposal in a RCRA Subtitle D landfill. 

One percent of the sediment and debris disposed off site (60 cubic yards) would require disposal 

at a RCRA Subtitle C landfill due to elevated concentrations of organic contaminants. 

Excavated/Dredged Areas Backfilled with Natural Fill 

Following dredging operations, excavated areas would be backfilled with clean fill materials. to match 

existing grades (as verified by surveying). The backfill materials would be carefully selected and placed to 

assist in the natural restoration of the hard-bottom aquatic community destroyed by dredging. The 

proposed dredging and backfilling would remove and replace approximately 6 acres of existing rocky 

intertidal and subtidal aquatic habitat, temporarily destroying the hard-bottom aquatic community in the 

area. The proposed backfill would promote the natural restoration of the affected aquatic community by 

providing an optimal habitat structure to support a diverse and stable aquatic community. Natural 

recolonization of the area would occur as water-borne algae spores and animal larvae are swept into the 

area by tidal currents and wave action. The long-term O&M program would include regular inspection of 

the backfilled areas to assess the condition of the habitat. It is anticipated that the ecological community 

would be reestablished within 1 to 4 years. Based on existing data, it does not appear that any eelgrass 

beds would be significantly impacted by implementation of NS/ER-5. If eelgrass beds are impacted, active 

restoration measures would be taken if passive restoration is not successful. 

Monitoring 

Limited monitoring will be necessary under this alternative. Although this alternative calls for complete 

removal of contaminated sediment exceeding selected PRGs, a small amount of sediment would likely 

remain in the nearshore area due to the natural limitations of dredging in a marine environment with 

shallow bedrock. Additionally, contaminated sediment and landfill materials would remain under the 
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existing revetment, between the removed nearshore sediment and the landfill cap. Because the dredged 

areas would be backfilled with clean fill to match the existing grades, any remaining contaminated 

sediments would be covered with at least 2 to 3 feet of clean fill materials. As a result, they are not 

expected to be available for exposure to humans or marine biota. Monitoring will determine the 

effectiveness of the remedial action and ensure that PRGs are not exceeded in the top portion of the fill 

that could be accessed by humans or marine animals. 

For the ROD, it was assumed that long-term monitoring would include sediment, pore water, and biota 

chemistry as well as amphipod and arabacia toxicity during the first 5 years after the remedial action is 

completed. Since nearly all of the contaminated sediment exceeding recommended PRGs would be 

removed as part of this alternative and any remaining contaminated sediment would be covered by clean 

fill, it was assumed that sampling would be conducted only in the first 5 years and only one 5-year review 

would be conducted. The specific details of the long-term monitoring plan, including media to be sampled, 

analytical methods, sampling locations, sampling methods, and sampling frequency, will be developed by 

the Navy during remedial design, with input from EPA and RIDEM. 

Five Year Reviews 

Statutory reviews are required within five years of the initiation of the first remedial action at a site if any 

hazardous substances, pollutants, or contaminants remain on site. The 5-year reviews could be terminated 

based on regulatory agency approval provided that the monitoring data indicate that the remedy remains 

protective and that there is no unacceptable risk to human health or the environment. The 5-year reviews 

associated with the source control ROD (groundwater and landfill gas monitoring) will continue until a 

determination is made that no unacceptable risk to human health or the environment exists. 

Selected Remedy for the Offshore Areas 

The selected remedy for the offshore is 05-2: Limited A&on. The limited action alternative would involve 

no direct remedial response activities for contaminated marine sediment offshore of the McAllister Point 

Landfill. No institutional controls or access restrictions would prohibit use of the area. However, this 

alternative would provide a long-term monitoring program to allow evaluation of changing conditions at the 

site. Since sediment contamination would remain, 5-year reviews of the alternative would be required to 

evaluate the risks to the marine environment posed by the site in its exisr-ing condition. lmplementlng this 

remedy requires the following activities: 

. 
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Long-term Monitoring 

The long-term monitoring program would assess changes in the marine environment over at least a 30-year 

period. It would include sediment, biota, and pore water chemistry as well as amphipod and arabacia 

toxicity. For costing purposes, it was assumed that samples would be collected from 16 locations in the 

offshore area. The proposed analyses would include sediment chemistry IPCBs, PAHs, metals, TOC, and 

SEMIAVS); biota chemistry (PCBs, PAHs, metals); and amphipod and arabacia toxicity. 

Given the nature of sediment contamination and the slow changes in sediment quality anticipated, a single 

sampling event per year was assumed to be sufficient to monitor long-term sediment quality trends. 

Monitoring would be conducted on an annual basis until it was determined by the Navy and regulatory 

agencies that the sampling frequency could be safely reduced. For the purposes of costing, it was assumed 

that annual monitoring would be conducted for the first 5 years and then, assuming that the sediment 

quality does not decrease significantly, the long-term sampling frequency would be reduced frorn annually 

to every 5 years. The specific details of the long-term monitoring plan, including media to be sampled, 

analytical methods, sampling locations, sampling methods, and sampling frequency, will be developed by 

the Navy during remedial design, with input from EPA and RIDEM. 

Five-year Reviews 

The results of the monitoring would be compiled and an evaluation of the contamination and its ,associated 

risks would be conducted every 5 years, as required by CERCLA. The results of these 5-year reviews would 

be used to identify any changes in the contaminant concentrations and to determine the need to implement 

future response actions at the site or change the required frequency of long-term monitoring events. This 

monitoring would supplement the groundwater and landfill gas monitoring being conducted as a component 

of the long-term O&M activities for the McAllister Point Landfill cap. 

Summary of the Estimated Remedy Costs 

The estimated costs of Alternatives NS/ER-5 and OS-2, the Selected Remedy, are itemized in the following 

assumptions sheets and tables. 
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COSTING ASSUMPTIONS 
ALTERNATIVE NWER-5: DREDGING AND DISPOSAL 

CAPITAL COST ITEMS: 

1. Pre-Design Investigation 

- Soil borings/cores to further determine the grain size and nature of the sediments and to 
delineate lateral extent of contaminants exceeding the PRGs. Assume 35 soil borings at 
average 5-foot depth with associate analytical costs for PCBs, PAHs, Metals and geotechnical 
testing. MobJdemob. @ $13,500. Sample collection @ $600 each or $21,000. Analytical 
@ $1,35O/sample for 41 samples including GA/X samples or $55,350. Data validation 
$8,200. Reporting @ $4,500. Oversight and management @ $9,500. Total costs = 
$112,050. 

- This alternative requires the removal of all contaminated sediments. Consequently, sediments 
along approximately 600 feet of shoreline will be removed to depths exceeding the lower limits 
of the existing landfill toe revetment and the water table. This is likely to cause undermining 
of the revetment, which when combined with the existing hydrostatic pressures, is expected 
to cause slope failure. As a result, an investigation will be performed to evaluate slope 
stability concerns and to design a slope retention system (i.e. sheeting, shoring, etc.) that will 
allow removal of the contaminated sediments without jeopardizing the integrity of the existing 
landfill cap. the investigation will also determine if there is an environmental or engineering 
benefit to leaving the retention system in-place (only below the water line) such as long-term 
wash-out protection of the landfill toe or minimizing migration of contaminated sediments or 
groundwater. The estimated cost for the investigation is: 14 borings extending 20 feet into 
bedrock @ $4,00O/boring including geologist oversight or $42,000. Fourteen samples will 
be collected and analyzed for geotechnical parameters @ $lOO/sample. The data will be 
evaluated and a slope stability design will be generated cost is estimated at $45,000. The 
total Cost for this investigation is estimated at $88,400. 

2. 

3. 

Mobilization/Demobilization includes providing office trailers, temporary utilities and sanitary 
facilities, delivery and removal of major construction equipment, and providing all other facilities 
and materials needed by the management staff. 

It is assumed that no subgrade preparation will be required prior to dredging the contaminated 
sediments. Large metal and concrete debris will be removed from the sediments after they have 
been dredged, but prior to dewatering. 

4. 

5. 

- 

Erosion controls will be provided to reduce migration of sediments during the dredging operations 
by means of a silt boom. The silt boom will be anchored around the perimeter of the dredge area. 

Removal of contaminated sediments (34,l 15 cuyd) will be accomplished through a combination 
of a shore-based excavation operation and a barge-based dredging operation. All work performed 
in the southern depositional (shallow) areas (approximately 1 1,182 cuyd) will be performed from 
the land using a portable cofferdam, dewatering pumps, and hydraulic excavation equipment. All 
other work in the remaining areas (approximately 22,933 cuvd) wil! be performed bs barge-based 
crane and dredge equipment. 

l 
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- It is assumed that the dredging and cap construction activities will not be subject to ecological 
restrictions that would limit the dredging season because of the presence of a sensitive 
species that could be adversely affected by remedial actions. It is assumed all 
dredging/construction work will occur within one mobilization period. 

- Six-inch and smaller material will be screened from the dredge spoil at each work site and 
hauled to the onsite landfill. Boulders and cobbles greater than 6 inches will be rinsed of fine- 
grained sediment and reused as capping materials. It is assumed that 20% of the volume of 
dredged materials will be larger than 6 inches and reused and that chemical testing of the 
screened materials prior to placement will not be required. Concrete and metal debris will be 
placed in the landfill. 

- A total of 27,292 cuyd of the dredge/excavation spoils generated, 6 inches ancl less, will 
require disposal. The existing landfill has an assumed available capacity of 21,267 cuyd. The 
remaining volume (6,025 cuyd) will be transported to off-site disposal facilities. It is assumed 
that 9% of the total volume disposed off site (542 cuyd) will require stabilization prior to 
landfill disposal and 1% of the total volume disposed off site (60 cuyd) will be disposed in a 
RCRA Subtitle C landfill. A summary of the assumed disposal methods is presented in the 
following table: 

- The existing landfill cap earthen materials will be stripped, stockpiled and reinstalled after 
placement of the dredge spoils. The existing geosynthetics will be perforated and left in-place. 

,. . 

- An 8-hour work day is assumed for all construction activities. However, due to accessibility 
issues and construction difficulties, it is assumed that one hour per day will be required to 
maintain and mobilize equipment at each work site and one hour per day will be required to 
secure the work areas and remove equipment from each work site (net production = 6 hours 
per day). An analysis of overtime labor versus daily equipment rates should be performed at 
the design phase to determine if cost-benefits exist by working overtime. 

BARGE BASED WORK 

- It is assumed that Pier 1 at Coddington Cove will be used as a materials, dewatering, and 
office staging area at no cost. Dewatered dredge spoils will be staged at Pier 1 pending 
transport to the onsite landfill. 
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- Due to the presence of landfill debris such as the submarine netting, concrete rubble, boulders, 
large steel pieces, and shallow bedrock, it is assumed that it will not be feasible to drive sheet 
pile to stabilize the slope. For the purposes of this estimate only, it is assumed that the landfill 
slope will be stabilized by a retention system consisting of H-pile/soldier beams drilled 1 O-20’ 
into the existing bedrock, placed on 5-foot centers, and cross braced with steel walers. The 
H-piles will serve as the main support for steel sheeting. The sheeting will be driven prior to 
dredging or, in the event refusal is encountered prior to the desired depth, the sheeting will be 
installed as the excavation/dredging of the contaminated sediment progresses, Sheeting 
materials will be removed after the completion of all dredging and backfill activities along the 
landfill toe. H-piles will be cut flush to grade. Implementation of this option assumes that 
equipment exists that can access the landfill toe, from either the landfill access road 
(approximately 100 feet laterally and 25 feet above the work area) or by barge (4-6 feet depth) 
to drill the H-pile sockets, install the H-piles, install the walers, and install the steel sheeting. 
The cost presented assumes that all of the work can be accomplished from the landfill access 

road. 

- Preparation, maintenance, and removal of the Pier 1 staging area was estimated at a lump sum 
of $11,000, which includes 2 laborers and a backhoe for 10 days and misc. materials. 
Dewatering/screening activities will be performed on the barge and on shore (as required) to 
prepare the sediments for on-base disposal. It is assumed that the barge, crew, and dredging 
equipment cost is $8,600 per day and shore-based equipment to load/off-load materials to 
barge is $6,50O/day. Dewatering/screening equipment and crew is assumed to cost $4,500 
per day and is assumed that extensive dewatering will not be required each day. On-site 
bulking of the sediments is included in the dewatering cost (if necessary). It is assumed that 
the production rate for the dredging operation will be 200 cuyd per day and the operation will 
take 115 work days. 

- It is assumed that 50 confirmation samples will be collected during the dredging operation to 
verify the all contaminated sediments exceeding the PRGs is removed and that potential air 
emissions are below threshold levels. Samples will be analyzed for PCBs, metal, pesticides, 
and PAHs. Analytical costs are assumed to be $1,40O/sample including shipping costs. 

- Placement of approximately 22,933 cuyd of a sand/gravel/stone backfill will be performed by 
a crane on a barge. No bulking factor is assumed since the materials will be placed through 
the water column. Since 20% of the dredged material (4,587 cuyd) will be screened and re- 
used, only 18,346 cuyd of material will be required from off-site sources Barge rental with 
equipment and crew is assumed to be $8,600 per day, shore equipment to load/off-load 
materials to barge at $6,50O/day; totaling $15,10O/day. A production rate of 600 cuyd placed 
per day is assumed. Additional costs of a survey crew to verify grades during placement is 
assumed at $1 ,OOO/day. 

- Miscellaneous large boulders will be installed over the sand/gravel/stone to help break waves 
and assist in habitat restoration. It is assumed that 6 boulders will be placed every 2,500 sf 
and it is estimated that horliders can be installed OVPY a ? 5,00(! sf area per da)/ by barge. 

. 
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- Water quality testing will be performed daily during dredging and cap installation activities. It 
assumed that three samples will be collected daily from outside of the silt curtain work area. 
Samples will be analyzed for PCBs, PAHs, metals, and total suspended solids (TSS). 

SHORE BASED WORK 

- A portable cofferdam system will be erected along the southern shoreline extending out to the 
3-foot MLW line. The area will be continuously dewatered t24-hour per day) with pumps so 
that the excavation of sediments can occur in “dry” conditions. Excavated sediments will be 
screened and hauled directly to the landfill from the excavation site. Backfill materials will be 
placed immediately following removal of the contaminated sediments. An estimatled 11 ,I 82 
cuyd will be dredged/excavated in this manner. A total of 38 work days is estimated to 
complete the excavation work. 

- Access to the work area will be from along the southeastern limits of the existing landfill, 
adjacent to the railroad tracks. Construction of a temporary haul road is not anticipated. 
Excavation, handling, and placement of materials will be accomplished using tracked 
excavators, a wheeled front-end loader, screener, and off-road dump trucks. Costs include a 
survey crew to verify grades during placement. 

- . The backfill materials consisting of sand/gravel/stone will be placed over an area approximately 
85,336 sf. Assuming a bulking factor of 20%, approximately 13,418 cuyd of backfill will be 
placed. Also, since 20% of the dredged material (2,236 cuyd) will be screened and re-used, 
only 11,182 cuyd of material will be required from off-site sources. 

- Miscellaneous large boulders will be installed over the sand/gravel/stone to help break waves 
and assist in habitat restoration. It is assumed that 6 boulders will be placed every 2,500 sf 
and it is estimated that boulders can be installed over a 30,000 sf area per day using the shore 
based equipment. 

- Since this work will be performed concurrently with the barge-based work, no additi’onal water 
quality testing is required. However, testing of discharge water from the dewatering of the 
excavation behind the cofferdam may be needed. 

O&M COST ITEMS: 

Since all contamination will be removed, there are no operation and maintenance COSts assumed 
for this alternative. However, there will be an inspection of the cap to verify habitat recovery in 
years 1, 2, and 5. Also, since contamination remains under the existing landfill cap, monitoring 
for chemical migration into the clean backfill sediments will also occur in years 1, 2, and 5. 

1. Monitoring: 
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Sulfides (SEM/AVS)); 10 samples plus 3 QC samples 

2. 

3. 

- Biota chemistry 10 samples (PCBs, PAHs, metals); 
- Porewater chemistry (metals); 10 samples plus 3 QC samples 
- Toxicity Amphipod; 10 samples 
- Toxicity Arabacia; 10 samples 

Labor: 1 event/year. 

SedimenUPorewater sampling: Sample collection with equipment and crew = 

approximately 
s485lsample. Collection of 10 samples = $4,850 (QC samples collected at no 
additional cost) 
Biota sampling : Sample collection with equipment and crew = approximately 
$l,043/sample. 
Collection of 10 samples = $10,430 
Proj. mgmt/coord. 0 30 hoursws80Ihr (w/O&P) = $2,400 

Annual: add $300 M&IE; ODCs & supplies @ $200; & shipping @ $200. 
Data Validation $5,808. 
Report prep. $9,500. 

Total Labor z $33,690 annually for years 1, 2 and 5 

Estimated analytical costs: 

Sediment chemistry(PCBs, PAHs, metals, SEM/AVS) $1537/sample @ 13 samples/yr 
= $19,981 
Biota chemistry (PCBs, PAHs, metals) @ $1367/sample @ 10 samples/yr = $13,670 
Porewater chemistry @ $250/ sample @ 13 samples/yr = $3,250 
Toxicity Amphipod @ $863/ sample @ 10 samples/yr = $8,630 
Toxicity Arabacia @ $662/ sample @ 10 samples/yr = $6,620 

Total Analytical 2 $52,150 annually for years 1, 2, and 5 

Inspection for Habitat Recovery: 

Inspections to be performed by an Marine Biologist: Assume 2 days (8 hr/day) for 
inspection and travel and 2 days (16 hr) to prepare an inspection report. 32 hours tota) 
@ $80/hr = $2,560 plus $300 ODCs & travel costs, and $2,000 equipment costs (boat 
and underwater video). Total quarterly Inspection costs are $4,860. Total annual costs 
are $19,440. 

5-year reviews at 200 LOE @ $1 OO/hr. Approx. $1500 ODCs. Total = ? 21,500 per eyy! 

Assumed only 1 review to occur in year 5 because virtualiy all sediment > PRGs will be 

removed. 

l 
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TABLE 3 
ALTEANATNE NE/E&6 CAPITAL COST@ 

MCALLISTER POINT LANDFILL, NSN, NEWPORT, RHODE ISLAND 

Item 
PRE-DESIQN INVESTIGATION 

1) Sediment/soil borings and analyses 

2) Slope stability analysis and design 

MOSlLlZATION/DEMOBlLlZATION 

1 I Office Trailer (1 en/ 

3) Portable Communication Equipment 

4) Equipment MobiliznttonlDsmobilization Isupport equip) 

61 Site Utility Hook-ups i&c., phone. etc.1 

8) Sits Utilities 

71 3 Pick-up Truck IIDII~AII 

F 

L- 

8) CerificationlCloae-out Reports 

PERSONNEL AND EQUIP. DECON. FACILITIES AND SERVICES 

atv 

1 
1 

23 

8 

1 
1 

23 

23 

1 

4) Sits safety officer ’ 1 4,602 

HOME OFFICE PROJECT MANAGEMENT AND SUPPORT 

1) Project man0gar 

21 Project administrator 

Y 
3) Health and Safety dlractor 

s 
4) ~cursmsntlsubcontrseting 

6) Clerical support 

LANDFILL CAP PREP. AND RESTORATIQN 

1) Survey control l2-mnn crew1 

2) Silt Fence 

3) Strip existing cap soils and stockpile 

30) Removs and stage shrubs 

4) Dredge spoil placanront 112” lifts, 3 mile RlTl 

6) 6’ csp layer 

8) Gas vent layer 12’ 

f3a) extend/finish exetmg gas vents 

7) GCL furnish and install 

8) 40 mil VLDPE fumsh and install 

9) 12’ drainage layer 

10) Geoteails furnish and install 

11) 18’ Cover soil layer freuael 

12) 8’ Topsoil (reuse 70% from existing cap) 

13) 8’ Topx&l 130% lrom off-site) 

820 

890 
230 

2,301 

2 301 - 

3,800 

6,000 

7,268 

1 
21,266 

1,816 
3.830 

18 
@8,000 
98,DDO 

3,630 

10,88@ 

7,269 
i ,290 

640 

Unit 

LS 

LS 

MO 

SETS 

LS 

LS 

MO 

MO 

EA 

- 
MO 

MO 

- 
HR 

HR 

HR 

HR - 

HR 

HR 

HR 

HR 

HR 

- 
HR 

LF 

CY 

LS 

CY 

CY 

CY 

EA 

SF 

SF 

CY 

SY 

CY 

CY 

CY 

Unit Cost I$) Total Cost 0) 

Sub. Mat. Labor Equip. Sub. Mat. Labor Equip. 

I2.060.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 112,060 0 0 0 
38,400.DO 0.00 0.00 0.00 88,400 0 0 0 

4DO.Do 0.00 0.00 0.00 9,203 0 0 0 
4OD.00 0.00 0.00 0.w 3.200 0 0 0 

10.000.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 40,000 0 0 0 
3.000.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 3,000 0 0 0 
4.DOo.00 0.00 0.W 0.00 92,032 a 0 0 
2.860.00 460.00 0.00 0.w 66,673 10,364 0 0 
7.~DD.00 2,DDD.DO 16,DDD.DO 3,C’OD.DD 7.DDD 2.DDD 16,000 3,000 

1.6DD.DG 0.00 2OD.00 0.00 34,612 0 4,802 0 
6OO.DO 0.00 0.00 0.w 11,604 0 0 0 

0.w 0.00 36.88 0.00 0 0 166,013 0 
0.00 0.00 32.00 0.00 0 0 147,261 0 
0.00 0.00 30.00 0.W 0 0 138,048 0 
0.00 0.w 26.00 0.00 0 0 116,040 0 

0.00 0.00 46.00 D.D4l 0 0 41.414 0 
0.00 0.00 30.00 0.00 0 0 20.707 0 
0.w 0.00 36.00 0.00 0 0 8,063 0 
0.00 0.00 30.00 0.w 0 0 89,024 0 
0.00 0.00 12.36 0.00 0 0 28,438 0 

0.00 0.00 80.00 16.00 0 0 216,DDD 64,DDO 
0.00 0.60 0.36 0 2,600 1.760 0 
0.00 0.w 0.82 2.09 0 0 4,601 16,171 

2.600.00 0.00 2,600 0 0 0 
0.00 0.28 1.83 6.17 0 6,629 38.817 131,211 
0.00 0.28 1.62 4.76 0 472 2,768 8,638 
0.00 a.11 0.82 2.11 0 33,089 2.877 7,868 

600.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 a,ooo 0 0 0 
0.00 0.26 0.07 0.07 0 24,600 6,880 6,860 
0.00 0.41 1 .D7 0.11 0 40,180 104,880 IO.780 
0.00 12.00 0.23 0.34 0 43,660 836 1,234 
0.00 0.68 0.33 0.03 0 6,088 3,693 327 
0.00 0.00 0.23 0.34 0 0 1,670 2.468 
0.00 0.w 1.43 6.14 0 0 1,846 6,631 
0.00 16.62 3.28 3.62 0 8,976 1,777 1,866 

Total Diracl 
cost IO 

Comments 

112,060 ise Assumptions 
88,400 ice Assumptions 

a.203 Historical data 
3,200 Historical data 

40,000 Historical data 
3,000 Historical data 

92,032 Historical data 
76,826 Historical data 
27,0(X Historical data 

30.114 Vendor catalo@ 
11,604 Historical data 

166,013 Historical data 
147,261 Historical data 
138,048 Historical data 
116,040 Historical data 

41,414 Historical data 
20.707 Historical dots 

8.063 Historical data 
80,024 Historical data 
28,438 Historicsl data 

270,DOG Historical data 
4,260 022-7DD-1100 

10.672 17-01-0602 
2,600 Historical data 

176,667 17-03-0422 
11.870 17-03-0422 
43,706 17-03-046 

o.ooo Historical data 

38,220 33-08-0643 

166,820 33-08-0644 

46,629 Historical data 
10,018 33-08-0632 

4.138 Historical data 
8.476 1 S-06-0302 

12,706 18-06-0301 
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14) Root reinforcing mat (slopes only1 

16) Jute mat lslopae only) 

18) Extend I finish monitoring wello 

17) Revegetation lhydrosesd 8 tuuee shrubs) 

18) Restore operations amas 

19) Geotechnical tasting 

JO) Rev~sa as-built records and cwt. report. 

DREDGING/WATER TREATMENT 

1) Erosion control. silt boom 

2) MoblDsmob (barge and pier based equip.) 

3) MoblDemob /shore based equip.) 

4) Rep., msint., and removal of staging area 

6) Mobilization/demobilization of drilling squipmsnt 

8) Drill sockets for H-piles 

7) Mobilirstionldamob pilelshest driving equipment 

6) Install/grout H-piles and walers @67t/if) 

9) Install/ramova sheoting 

10) Remove H-piles (cut flush to grads) 

11) Porta Dam bnstall, rental, takedown) 

12) Porta Dam dewatorfng 

13) Heavy equipment mobldsmob (shore based) 

14) Excavata/scrasn/t,auI ssdlmenta lshora bassd) 

16) Dredge sediments (barge) 

16) Treatment 01 dredge water 

17) Removal of sediments from barge 

18) Sediment confirmation tasting , 

19) Water Quality Testing 
20) Disposal/Transport to RCRA D Landfill 

21) D/T to RCRA D Landfill wl stabifffation 

22) Disposal/Transport to RCRA C Landfill 

3,000 

1 
1 

3,800 
1 

164 
18,000 

120 
1,200 

37 
1 

11,182 
22,833 

116 
22,833 

60 
116 

8,134 
813 

so 
BACKFILL PLACEMENT 

1) lnstsllatian of 2 feet imported ssndlgravellstons (shore 11,182 
2) Installation of 2 feat ncreensd sand/gravel/stone lshora 2,238 
3) Strstagically Placed Boulders lshore based) 3 
4) Installation of 2 foot imported asndlgravel cap (batga bl 18.348 
6) Installation 01 2 foot screened ssnd/Qraval cap (barge b# 4,687 
6) Strategically Placed Boulders (barge basad) I? 
7J Water quality m+oring (3 samples/day) 38 

--c&L Unit 
8,768 sv 
8,768 SY 

2 EA 

2.30 AC 

2 AC 

160 DY 
1 EA 

-iF 
LS 
LS 
LS 
LS 
LF 
LS 
TN 
SF 
EA 
LF 

DAY 
LS 
CY 
CY 

DAY 
CY 
EA 

DAY 
TN 
TN 
TN - 

cy 
CY 

DAY 
CY 
CY 

DAY 
DAY - 

Unit Co81 (61 I Total Cost 01 I Total Direct1 Comments 

Mat. 
0.78 

I I cost 14) I 
Labor Equip. I Sub. Mat. Labor Equip. 1 I 
0.21 0.071 0 6.830 1.839 613 I 9,281 1 022-704-0010 

Sub. 
0.00 

0.00 0.00 0.00 167.500 
0.00 0.00 0.00 6,000 

.ooo.oo 7.000.00 3.ooo.00 0 

67.800.00 
6,ODO.DO 

0.00 1 
00.000.00 

160.00 
76.000.00 

0.00 1 
0.00 
0.00 

160.00 
0.00 

10.000.00 
0.00 

43.00 
4.600.00 

32.60 
1.400.00 
3.600.00 

110.00 
360.00 

0.00 0.00 0.00 100,ODO 
0.00 0.00 0.w 640,000 
0.00 0.00 0.00 76.@‘30 

,182.60 122.26 228.76 0 
4.08 6.15 11.80 0 

lOQ.00 260.00 1.200.00 0 
0.00 0.00 0.00 180,000 
0.00 886.00 160.00 0 
0.00 0.00 0.00 10,000 
0.00 4.93 12.23 0 
0.00 0.00 0.00 088,119 
0.00 0.00 0.00 616,993 
0.00 0.00 0.00 746,323 
0.00 0.00 0.00 70,000 

60.00 200.00 160.00 412.794 
0.00 0.00 0.00 894.713 
0.00 0.w 0.00 254,651 

0 0 0 187,800 Vendor Info. 
0 0 0 6,ooO Vendor Info. 

l.ooO 7,000 3.000 ll,ooo Vendor Info. 
0 0 0 100,000 Historicsl data 
0 0 0 640,ODO Hiatoricsl deta 
0 0 0 76,000 Historical dots 

178,000 18,814 36.206 232,928 RO21-810 
73,820 B2.880 208.500 376,300 Historical data 
12,ooo 30,000 144.Cuo 188,ODo Historical data 

0 0 0 180,000 Historical data 
0 24,787 6,691 30,378 021-440+410 
0 0 0 10.000 Historical data 
0 66,127 138,766 191,883 022-238-300 
0 0 0 B88.119 Vendor Info. 
0 0 0 616,993 Vendor Info. 
0 0 0 746.323 Vendor Info. 
0 0. 0 70,000 Historfcsl data 

6.733 22,933 17,200 468,860 Historical date 
0 0 0 894,713 Vendor Info. 
0 0 0 284,881 Vendor Info. 

600.00 0.00 0.00 0.001 46,188 0 0 0 1 46,188 1 Vendor Info. 
I I I 
I 

0.00 16.00 4.93 11.23 0 187,730 66,127 126,674 348,431 
0.00 0.00 4.93 11.23 0 0 11,026 26,116 36,140 
0.00 2,880.OO 2.960.00 8,740.OO 0 8,840 8,880 20,220 37.740 

26.17 16.00 1.66 0.00 401.779 276,188 30.466 0 767.430 
26.17 0.00 1.68 0.00 116,446 0 7.014 0 123,068 

16.100.00 1.440.00 0.00 0.00 120,800 11,620 0 0 132,320 
3,6Oo.c4I 60.00 200.00 160.00 137,698 1,lM 1 7,544 6.733 162,887 

TOTAL 6,368,381 1 987,398 ~1,882,lOB 1 988,816 8,888.883 

Vendor Info. 
Vendor Info. 

SOS sssumptionc 
Vendor Info. 
Vendor Info. 

See assumptions 
HistorfcallVsndo~ 
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PAGE 3 OF 3 
unit cost ($1 

Item 
I 

1 city 1 Unit 1 Sub. Mat. Labor Equip 

Dlnct Cost Adjustrnant Facton 
Safety Level D Multiplier (6% of labor and equipment, for non-Lev. C activities) 
Safety Lsvsl C Multiplier 126% of labor and equipment, aa listed) 
Sits P Industrial Health & Safety Monitoring (4% of labor and squipmsnt) 

Subtotal Dlnot Coot. 

lndlmct Colt AdJustnunt Facton 
Labor Overhead 8 260% lfor field mamt. & horns office. onh/l 
Field Construction Labor Overhead @-76% 

Subcontract Overhead @ 10% 

Tax on Materials @ 6 % 
G & A @ 10% ion labor, equip., & matl’s.) 

Cost Adjuatrwnt Facton 
City/Location Cost Adjustment Factor @ 7% (ref. 11 

Enginoorfng @ 6 96 01 total direct snd lndlnxt 
Prfme Contractor Fee 8 10% of Total Adjueted Cost 

Contingency @ 30% 11f Total Cost ,i 

subtaml Mnot and lndinot Cootr 

[ Adjuatad Dlnot and lndinot Cortr 

J- 
8 

8 

-g 

L 

Sub. 

Total Cost I:) T i 

Met. Labor Equip - 

0 0 83,106 49,891 
0 0 ‘0 0 
0 0 88,484 39,003 

$69,361 081.398 1.746.216 1.040.806 

0 0 1,888,O72 0 
0 0 686,600 0 

636,936 0 0 0 
0 40.370 0 0 
0 08,740 174,621 104,981 

B86.287 1.112.608 4,476.2@8 1.164.786 

,886,297 1,112,608 4,476,298 1.164.786 

rotal Direc 
(0 cost 

133,086 
0 

106,477 

D.228.266 1 i 

1. ,mt3,072 
886,690 
636,936 

48,370 
376,242 

3.844.367 

Llm, 106 

1.813.473 

888,808 
1.481.347 

7,183,628 

I 5,166,088 

References used for cost estimates: 

1 I Means Heavy Construction Cost Data, 1 gS8, 12th Annual Edition, R.S. Means Co., Inc., Kingeton, MA 
21 Ethos Environmental Remsdiation Unit Cost , 1888, 4th Annual Edition, Delta Technologies Qmup, Inc., Englswood. CO 
31 Ethos Environmental Rsmediation Assemblies Cost , 1888, 4th Annual Edition, Delta Technologies Group, Inc., Englswood, CO 
41 Historical data based on competitive bids submitted by subcontractors or actual costs at this or other sites. 
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TABLE 4 

ALTERNATIVE NSIER-5 PRESENT WORTH COST 

MCALLISTER POINT LANDFILL, NSN, NEWPORT, RHODE ISLAND 

PRESENT WORTH ANALYSIS 

PRESENT CAPITAL O&M 5-YEAR PRESENT 

YEAR WORTH COSTS COSTS COSTS WORTH 

FACTOR 

0 1.000 $22,338,717 $22,338,717 

1 0.935 $105,280 $98,393 I 
2 0.873 $105,280 $91,956 

3 0.816 $0 

4 0.763 $0 

5 0.713 $105,280 $21,500 $90,392 

6 0.666 $0 

7 0.623 $0 

8 0.582 $0 

9 0.544 $0 

10 0.508 $0 

11 0.475 $0 

12 0.444 $0 

13 0.415 $0 

14 0.388 $0 

15 0.362 $0 

16 0.339 $0 

17 0.317 $0 

18 0.296 $0 

19 0.277 $0 

20 0.258 $0 

21 0.242 $C 

22 0.226 $C 

23 0.211 $C 

24 0.197 $C 

25 0.184 $C 

26 0.172 $C 

27 0.161 $C 

28 0.150 tic 

29 0.141 $C 

30 0.131 $C 
- 

TOTAL PRESENT WORTH = $22,619,45: 

Discount rate of 7% per OSWER Directive No. 9355.3-20, June 25, 1993 
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COSTING ASSUMPTIONS 
ALTERNATIVE OS-2: LIMITED ACTION 

ZAPITAL COSTS: NONE 

I&M COSTS: 

I. Long-term Monitoring: 

Sediment chemistry (PCBs, PAHs, metals, Simultaneously Extracted Metals/Acid Volatile 
Sulfides (SEM/AVS)); 16 samples plus 4 QC samples 
Biota chemistry 16 samples (PCBs, PAHs, metals); 
Toxicity Amphipod; 16 samples 
Toxicity Arabacia; 16 samples 

Labor: 1 event/year. 

Sediment sampling: Sample collection with equipment and crew = approximately 
$485/sample. Collection of 16 samples = $7,760 (QC samples collected at no 
additional cost) 
Biota sampling : Sample collection with equipment and crew = approximately 
$1043/sample. 
Collection of 16 samples = $16,688 
Proj. mgmt/coord. II 30 hours~$80/hr W/O&P) = $2,400 

Annual: add $500 M&IE; ODCs & supplies @ $300; & shipping @ $300. 
Data Validation $9,240. 
Report prep. $12,200. 

Total Labor z $40,148 annually for years l-5 and at 5 -year review cycles 

Estimated analytical costs: 

Sediment chemistry (PCBs, PAHs, metals, SEM/AVS) $1537/sample @ 20 samples/yr = 
$30,740 
Biota chemistry (PCBs, PAHs, metals) @ $1367/sample @ 16 samples/yr = $21,872 
Toxicity Amphipod @ $863/ sample @ 16 samples/yr = $13,808 
Toxicity Arabacia @ $662/ sample @ 16 samples/yr = $10,592 

Total Analytical g $70,012 annually for years l-5 and at 5 -year review cycles 

2. 5-year reviews at 200 LOE @ $1 OO/hr. Approx. $1500 ODCs. Total = $21500 per event 
Reviews to occur in years 5, 10, 15, 20, 25, and 30. 
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PRESENT WORTH ANALYSIS 

YEAR 

0 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

29 

30 

TABLE 5 

ALTERNATIVE OS-2 PRESENT WORTH COST 

MCALLISTER POINT LANDFILL, NSN, NEWPORT, RHODE ISLAND 

PRESENT CAP ITAL O&M 5-YEAR PRESENT 

WORTH COSTS COSTS COSTS WORTH 

FACTOR 

$0 1 .ooo 

0.935 

0.873 

0.816 

0.763 

0.713 

0.666 

0.623 

0.582 

0.544 

0.508 

0.475 

0.444 

0.415 

0.388 

0.362 

0.339 

0.317 

0.296 

0.277 

0.258 

0.242 

0.226 

0.211 

0.197 

0.184 

0.172 

0.161 

0.150 

0.141 

0.131 

$110,160 

$1.10,160 

$110,160 

$110,160 

$110,160 

$0 

$0 

$0 

$0 
$110,160 

$0 

$0 

$0 

$0 

$110,160 

$0 

$0 

$0 

$0 
$110,160 

$0 

$0 

$0 

$0 
$110,160 

$0 

$0 

$0 

$0 

$110,160 

$21,500 

$21,500 

$21,500 

$21,500 

$21,500 

$21,500 

$0 
$102,953 

$96,218 

$89,923 

$84,041 

$93,872 

$0 

$0 

$0 

$0 

$66,929 

$0 

$0 

$0 

$0 

$47,720 

$0 

$0 

$0 

$0 

$34,023 

$0 

$0 

$0 

$0 

$24,258 

$0 

$0 

$0 

$0 

$17,296 

TOTAL PRESENT WORTH = $657,233 
.___- 

Discount rate of 7% per OSWER Directive No. 9355.3-20, June 25, 1993 
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Expected Outcomes of the Selected Remedies 

Implementation of the Selected Remedy will result in the removal from the site of all sedirnent with 

contaminant levels exceeding the cleanup levels presented in Table 1. The Navy anticipates that once the 

Selected Remedy has been completed the sediment in the nearshore areas would be clean enough that 

contact with site sediments would cause no health or environmental impacts. However, due to the 

proximity of the McAllister Point Landfill, and other waste cleanup activities near the site, the Navy does 

not expect that unrestricted public access to the area would be allowed. The existence of the McAllister 

Point Landfill would also probably restrict future uses of the site and prevent the use of groundwater 

beneath the site. The ecology of the intertidal area is expected to recover fully once contaminated 

sediments are removed and clean fill is reintroduced to the area. 

The Navy anticipates that there will be little or no change to the offshore environment resulting from the 

remedy. Ongoing monitoring will determine sediment contaminant levels in this area and allow re- 

evaluation of risks. Contaminant levels are anticipated to remain within PRGs and pose little threat to the 

environment. The depth of the water in this sub-tidal area will effectively prevent any human contact with 

contaminated sediments, and the Navy expects the eventual natural attenuation of low concentrations of 

contaminants in this area. 

2.12 STATUTORY DETERMINATIONS 

Under CERCLA section 121, the Navy must select remedies that are protective of human heahh and the 

environment, comply with applicable or relevant and appropriate requirements (unless a statutory waiver 

is justified), are cost-effective, and utilize permanent solutions and alternative treatment technologies or 

resource recovery technologies to the maximum extent practicable. In addition, CERCLA includes a 

preference for remedies that employ, as a principal element, treatment that permanently and significantly 

reduces the volume, toxicity, or mobility of hazardous wastes. The following sections discuss how the 

Selected Remedy meets these statutory requirements. - 

Protection of Human Health and the Environment 

The selected remedy for nearshoreielevated-risk offshore sediments (NS/ER-5) will protect hurnan health 

and the environment through the excavation and landfill disposal of landfill debris and contaminated 

sediments and the restoration of the intertidal area to its existing grade using clean fill. Sediment removal 

(and disposal in a RCRA-compliant landfill) will eliminate the threat of exposure to the chemicals of concern 

via ingestion of contaminated shellfish taken from the area (the principal pathway of concern for human 
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health risks). By removing contaminants from contact with the environment, this remedy also eliminates 

ecological risks from contaminants at the site. The short-term risks of implementing this remedy can be 

controlled with appropriate dredging, engineering, and worker-protection safeguards. The disposal of the 

contaminated sediments in a RCRA-compliant landfill (at McAllister Point Landfill or off site) will assure 

that there are no adverse cross-media impacts from the selected remedy. 

The selected remedy for the offshore areas (OS-21 will protect human health and the environment through 

continued monitoring of these moderately contaminated areas. These areas are inaccessible to shellfishing 

and direct contact, which should effectively their potential human health risks. As noted above, sediment 

contamination in the offshore areas poses low to intermediate probability of risk to ecological receptors, 

but the current data indicate that concentrations do not exceed the selected PRGs. There are no short- 

term risks from the monitoring activity that cannot be easily controlled. There are no adverse cross-media 

impacts from the Selected Remedy. 

Compliance with Applicable or Relevant and Appropriate Requirements 

NS/ER-5, the Near Shore Selected Remedy of dredging and landfilling of contaminated sediments and 

restoration of the excavated areas to existing grade will comply with all ARARs. The Navy has determined, 

and EPA and RIDEM concur, that excavation and off-site disposal of the nearshore and elevated-risk 

offshore area, and monitoring of the offshore area is the least damaging practicable alternative in regards 

to the protection of aquatic habitats regulated under Section 404 of the Clean Water Act, 33 U.S.C. 8 

1344. Post-remedial monitoring will be performed to ensure that the remedy remains protective of human 

health in accordance with RIDEM’s prior determination under the Rhode Island Rules and Regulations for 

the Investigations and Remediation of Hazardous Material Releases. If such sampling indicates an 

unacceptable human health risk as defined in the Rules in any area targeted for remediation, further action 

will be required and an additional decision document may be issued. As required by applicable statutes, 

federal and state authorities will be consulted in regards to the protection of fish and wildlife, endangered 

species, coastal zone, and historic and archeological resources. Chemical, Location, and Action-Specific 

ARARs for NSIER-5 include the following: 

Federal ARARs for NSIER-5 

h Clean Water Act - dredging discharge recrllations, AWQC, NPDES !4O \JSC 1314: 13 IJSC 1342. 

1344;33 CFR 320.323;40 CFR 1 Z-125, 131,230) 

. Rivers and Harbors Act -. regulations regarding alterations of navigable waterways (33 USC 403; 33 

CFR 320-323) 

. Resource Conservation and Recovery Act, Subtitle C - Standards for Hazardous Waste Facilities (42 

USC 6291 et seq.; 40 CFR 264) 
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. Clean Air Act National Emission Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants (42 USC 741 1, 7412; 40 CFR 

61) 

. Coastal Zone Management Act (16 USC 145 1 et seq.) 

. Endangered Species Act (16 USC 1531 et seq.; 50 CFR 200, 402) 

. Fish & Wildlife Coordination Act (16 USC Part 661 et seq.; 40 CFR 122.49) 

. National Historic Preservation Act (16 USC 470 et seq.; 26 CFR Part 800) 

. Various Executive Orders (11990 re: protection of wetlands; 11988 re: floodplain management) 

Rhode island ARARs for NSIER-5 

. Water Pollution Control - water use and water quality criteria, discharge criteria, effluent monitoring 
requirements (RIGL 46-12, -16 et seq.; CRIR 12-190-001, 003; ENVM 112-88.97-I 1 

. Hazardous Waste Management - hazardous waste facility location regulations, identification and listing 
of wastes, standards for TSD facilities (RIGL 23-l 9.1 et seq.; CRIR 12-030-003(3.25, 10.0011 

. Remediation Regulations - remediation requirements for impacted media (DEM-DSR-Ol-9:3 Sec. 8) 

. Refuse Disposal - regulations for solid waste management facilities (RIGL 23-l 8.9 et seq.; CRIR 12- 
030-03(1 0.001 1 

. Clean Air Act - regulations related to fugitive dust, “emissions detrimental to persons or property,” 
air emission units, odors, and air toxics (RIGL 23-23,et seq.; CRIR 12-31-05, -07, -09, -17, -22) 

. Coastal Resources Management (RIGL 46-23-l et seq.) 

. Endangered Species Act (RIGL 20-37-l et seq.) 

Tables 6, 7, and 8 present a detailed assessment of how alternative NS/ER-5 will comply with the identified 

ARARs. 

OS-2, the Offshore Selected Remedy of monitoring, will also comply with all ARARs. Chemical, Location, 

and Action-Specific ARARs for OS-2 include the following: 

Federal ARARs for OS-2 

Clean Water Act - AWQC (40 USC 1314; 40 CFR 122.44) 

Resource Conservation and Recovery Act, Subtitle C - Standards for Hazardous Waste Fa’cilities and 

Subtitle D - Standards for Solid Waste Facilities (40 USC 6291; 40 CFR 258, 264) 

Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act (16 USC 661 et seq.; 40 CFR 122.491 

Endangered Species Act (I 6 USC 1531 et seq.; 50 CFR 200, 402) 

Coastal Zone Management Act (I 6 USC 145 1 et seq.) 

NatIonal Historic Preservation Act (16 USC 470 et seq.; 26 CFH Part 800) 

Executive Order 1190 - wetland protection (40 CFR 6, Appendix A) 
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TABLE 6 
ASSESSMENT OF CHEMICAL-SPECIFIC ARARs AND TBCs 

ALTERNATIVE NSIER-5: DREDGING AND DISPOSAL 
MARINE SEDIMENT/MANAGEMENT OF MIGRATION FEASIBILITY STUDY 

MCALLISTER POINT LANDFILL, NSN - NEWPORT, RI 

FEDERAL REQUIREMENTS 

Requirement - 
EPA Human Health 

Assessment Cancer 

Slope Factors (CSFs). 

EPA Risk Reference 

3oses (RfDsl 

- .- 
Zlean Water Act, 

Section 304 

Citation 

40 USC 131:; 
40 CFR 122.414 

Status 

To Be 

Considered 

To Be 
Considered 

Relevant 
and 
Appropriate 

STATE OF RHODE ISLAND REQUIREMENTS 

Requirement 

Remediation 

Regulations - Risk 

Management 
Section 

Water Pollution 

Control 

Citation 

DEM-DSR- 

01-93 

Section 8 

RIGL 46-12 et 
seq.; ENVM 
112-88.97-l 

Status 

Relevant 
and 
Appropriate 

Relevant 
and 
Appropriate 

Synopsis of Requirement 

These are guidance values used to 
evaluate the potential carcinogenic 
hazard caused by exposure to 
contaminants. 

Toxicity values for evaluating non- 
carcinogenic hazards from 
exposures to contamination. 

Establish Ambient Water Quality 
Criteria (AWQC): Guidelines for the 
protection of human health and/or 
the aquatic organisms. 

Svnonsis of Reauirement 

This section of the remediation 
regulations sets forth remediation 
requirements for impacted media at 
contaminated sites. 

Establishes water use classification 
and water quality criteria for waters 
of the state. Also establishes 
acute and chronic water quality 
criteria for the protection of aquatic 
life. 

Action to Be Taken to Attain ARAR 

Used to compute the individual incremental 
cancer risk resulting from exposure to 
carcinogenic contaminants in site media. 

Used to characterize human health risks due 
to non-carcinogens in site media. 

These standards are relevant and appropriate 
for sediment PRGs derived using these water 
quality criteria. Sediments exceeding PRGs 
must be adequately addressed to meet these 
standards. 

Action to ‘Be Taken to Attain ARAR 

Preliminary remediation goals were 
developed to minimize the risk to affected 
media. Refer to the PRG development 
document (Appendix D of the Final FS) and 
RIDEM’s letter to the Navy dated May 28, 
1999. 
These standards are relevant and appropriate 
for sediment PRGs derived using these water 
quality criteria. Sediments exceeding PRGs 
must be adequately addressed to meet these 
standards. 

, 



TABLE 7 
ASSESSMENT OF LOCATION-SPECIFIC ARARs AND TBCs 

ALTERNATIVE NSlER-S - DREDGING AND DISPOSAL 
MARINE SEDIMENT/MANAGEMENT OF MIGRATION ROD 

MCALLISTER POINT LANDFILL, NSN - NEWPORT, RHODE ISLAND 

FEDERAL REQUIREMENTS 

Requirement Citation Status Synopsis of Requirement Action to Be Taken to Attain 
ARAR 

Executive Order 1 1990 40 CFR Part 6, Applicable This Order requires Federal agencies Restoration and preservation of 
RE: Protection of Appendix A to take action to avoid adversely the intertidal wetlands altered 
Wetlands impacting wetlands wherever by the remedial action will be 

possible, to minimize wetlands conducted so that the 
destruction and to preserve the wetlands’ natural and 
values of wetlands, and to beneficial values can be 
prescribe procedures to implement realized. Implementation of the 
the policies and procedures of this Order will be considered and 
Executive Order. incorporated into any plan or 

\ action, wherever feasible. 

Clean Water Act, 33 USC i344; Applicable This statute regulates the discharge Refilling of the 
Section 404 40 CFR Part of dredge and fill materials into excavated/dredged aquatic 

230 and 33 Waters of the United States, habitats will only satisfy this 

CFR Parts 320- including special aquatic sites - requirement if no practicable 

323 such as wetlands, intertidal alternative that has less effect 
habitats, and vegetated shallows. is available. Impacts to 
Such discharges are not allowed if aquatic habitats would be 
practicable alternatives are mitigated as part of this 
available. alternative. 

Rivers and Harbors ‘Act, 33 USC 403; Applicable Sets forth criteria for obstructions Excavation/dredging and 
Section 10 33 CFR Parts or alterations of navigable waters. habitat restoration will comply 

320-323 with the Act’s environmental 
Sii3idKdS. 



TABLE 7 
ASSESSMENT OF ILOCATION-SPECIFIC ARARs AND TBCs 
ALTERNATIVE NS/ER-5 - DREDGING AND DISPOSAL 
MARINE SEDIMENT/MANAGEMENT OF MIGRATION ROD 
MCALLISTER POINT LANDFILL, NSN - NEWPORT, RHODE ISLAND 
PAGE 2 of 5 

FEDERAL REQUIHEMENTS (Cont’d) 

- -. 
Requirement Citation Status Synopsis of Requirement Action to Be Taken to Attain 

ARAR 

Executive Order 1 1988 40 CFR Part 6, Applicable The Order requires Federal agencies The potential for restoring and 

RE: Floodplain Appendix A to evaluate the potential effects of preserving floodplains so that 

Management actions it may take within a their natural and beneficial 
designated loo-year floodplain of a values can be realized will be 
waterway to avoid adversely considered and incorporated 
impacting floodplains wherever into any plan or action 
possible. wherever feasible. 

Fish and Wildlife 

Coordination Act 
16 USC Part Applicable This statute requires consultation - The appropriate agencies will 
661 et. seq.; with appropriate agencies to be consulted to find ways to 
40 CFR 122.49 protect fish and wildlife when minimize adverse effects to 

federal actions result in control or fish and wildlife from the 

structural modification of a body of implementation of the 
water or to critical habitat upon proposed removal and 
which endangered or threatened restoration remedy. 
species depends. 



TABLE 7 
z 
? 

ASSESSMENT OF LOCATION-SPECIFIC ARARs AND TBCs 
CL ALTERNATIVE NSIER-5 - DREDGING AND DISPOSAL 
2 
5. 

MARINE SEDIMENT/MANAGEMENT OF MIGRATION ROD 

; MCALLISTER POINT LANDFILL, NSN - NEWPORT, RHODE ISLAND 
z m PAGE 3 of 5 

FEDERAL REQUIREMENTS (Cont’d) 

n, 
& 
ul 

Requirement Citation Status Synopsis of Requirement Action to Be Taken to Attain 
ARAR . 

Endangered Species Act 16 USC 1531 Applicable If a location contains a federal The federally endangered 
et seq., 50 CFR endangered or threatened species loggerhead turtle (Caretta 
Part 200, 50 or its critical habitat, and an action caretta) and federally threatened 
CFR Part 402 may impact the species or its Kemp’s ridley turtle 

habitat, the U.S. Fish & Wildlife (Lepidochelys kemp4 occur in 
Service or the National Marine the waters of Narragansett Bay. 
Fisheries Service must be Appropriate agencies will be 
consulted. consulted to find ways to 

\ minimize adverse effects to the 
listed species from the removal 
and restoration remedy. -.. 

Coastal Zone 16 USC Parts Applicable Requires that any actions must be The entire site is located in a 
Management Act 1451 et. seq. conducted in a manner consistent coastal zone management area, 

with state approved management therefore, applicable coastal 
programs. zone management requirements 

need to be addressed. 

National Historic , 
Preservation Act 

-.. 

16 USC 470 et Applicable Requires action to take into account Historic vessels may be sunken 
seq., 26 CFR effects on properties included on or in the area. 
Part 800 eligible for the National Register of Excavation/dredging, and 

Historic Places and minimizes harm restoration activities will be 
to National Historic Landmarks carried out to minimize potential 

harm to historic sites. 



TABLE 7 
ASSESSMENT OF LOCATION-SPECIFIC ARARs AND TBCs 
ALTERNATIVE NS/ER-5 - DREDGING AND DISPOSAL 
MARINE SEDIMENT/MANAGEMENT OF MIGRATION ROD 
MCALLISTER POINT LANDFILL, NSN - NEWPORT, RHODE ISLAND 
PAGE 4 of 5 

STATE OF RHODE’ISLAND REQUIREMENTS . 

Requiremenl Citation Status Synopsis of Requirement Action to Be Taken to Attain 
ARAR 

Hazardous Waste RIGL 23-19.1- Relevant and RI is delegated to administer the Some of the landfill wastes in 
Management - Location 7; CRIR 12- Appropriate federal RCRA statute through its the nearshore area may be 
Standards for Hazardous 030-003 state regulations. The standards of classified as hazardous waste. 
vVaste Facilities (10.00) 40 CFR 264.18(b) are incorporated Removal of these materials will 

by reference. A facility, including an permanently eliminate the risk 
existing landfill, located in a 100 of washout. The standard is 
year floodplain must be designed, “relevant and appropriate” 
constructed, operated, and because materials that may be 

,t maintained to prevent washout of classified as hazardous were 
any hazardous waste by a loo-year disposed in the landfill prior to 
flood, unless the owner can 1980. 
demonstrate to the Regional 
Administrator’s satisfaction that no 
adverse effects on human health or 
the environment will result if 
washout occurs. 

.- 
Coastal Resources 

Management 

RIGL 46-23- 1 

et seq. 
Applicable Sets standards for management 

and protection of coastal 
resources. 

The entire site is located in a 
coastal resource management 
area, therefore, applicable 
coastal resource management 
requirements need to be 
addressed. 

l 
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ASSESSMENT OF LOCATION-SPECIFIC ARARs AND TBCs 
5% ALTERNATIVE NSIER-5 - DREDGING AND DISPOSAL 
m 
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STATE OF RHODE LSLAND REQUIREMENTS 

Requirement Citation Status Synopsis of Requirement Action to Be Taken to Attain 
ARAR 

Endangered Species Act RIGL 20-37- 1 Applicable Regulates activities affecting state- The state listed loggerhead 

et seq. listed endangered or threatened turtle (Carerra caretra) and 
species or their critical habitat. Kemp’s ridley turtle 

(Lepidochelys kempit] occur in 
the waters of Narragansett 
Bay. Appropriate state 
agencies will be consulted to 

,I find ways to minimize adverse 
effects to the listed species 
from the implementation of 
the removal and restoration 
remedy. 



TABLE 8 
ASSESSMENT OF ACTION-SPECIFIC ARARs AND TBCs 

ALTERNATIVE NSIER-5: DREDGING AND DISPOSAL 
MARINE SEDIMENT/MANAGEMENT OF MIGRATION ROD 

MCALLISTER POINT LANDFILL, NSN, NEWPORT, RI 

FEDERAL REQUIREMENTS 

, 
Requirement Citation Status Synopsis of Requirement Action to Be Taken to Attain ARAR 

Resource Conserv:iiion and 42 USC 6291 et Relevant and RI is delegated to administer the Landfill debris and sediments that may 
Recovery Act (RCRA), seq.; 40 CFR Appropriate federal RCRA statute through its constitute hazardous waste will be 
Subtitle C - Standards for Part 264 state regulations. The standards permanently removed from the site. 

Hazardous Waste Facilities of 40 CFR Part 264 are Monitoring will assess whether 
incorporated by reference. hazardous wastes are present in 

discharges from the excavation/dredging 
and dewatering activities. The standard 
is “relevant and appropriate” since 
wastes that may be classified as 
hazardous were disposed in the landfill 
prior to 1980. 

Clean Water Act (CWA), 
Section 402, Natlonal 
Pollutant Discharge 
Elimination Systeni 
(NPDES) .~ 
Clean Air Act (CAA), 
National Emission 
Standards for Hazardous 
Air Pollutants (NESHAPS) 

- 

33 USC; 1342; 

40 CFR 122- 
125, 131 

42 USC 7411, 
7412; 40 CFR 
Part 61 

Applicable 

Applicable 

These standards govern discharge Any drainage -off the temporary 
of water into surface waters. debris/sediment storage area and any 
Regulated discharges must meet dewatering discharge will be treated by 
ambient water quality criteria an on-site treatment plant and 
(WQC). discharged into Narragansett Bay. 

NESHAPS are a set of emission Monitoring of air emissions from the 
standards for specific chemicals, dewatering facility will be used to 
including naphthalene, arsenic, assess compliance with these standards 
cadmium, chromium, lead, if threshold levels are reached. 
mercury, nickel, PCBs, DDE, and Operation and maintenance activities 
hexachlorobenzene. Certain will be carried out in a manner which 
activities are regulated including will minimize potential air releases. 
site remediation. 
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TABLE 8 
ASSESSMENT OF ACTION-SPECIFIC ARARs AND TBCs 
ALTERNATIVE NSIER-5: DREDGING AND DISPOSAL 
MARINE SEDIMENT/MANAGEMENT OF MIGRATION ROD 
MCALLISTER POINT LANDFILL, NSN. NEWPORT. RI 
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STATE OF RHODE ISLAND REQUIREMENTS 

Requirement 

Hazardous Waste 

Management _ 
Identification and Listing 

of tiazardous Wastes 

Hazardous Waste 

Management - Standards 

for Treatment, Storage, 

and Disposal facilities 

Refuse Disposal - Solid 

Waste Management 
Facilities 

Clean Air Act - Fugitive 

Dust Control 

Citation 

RIGL 23-19.1; CRIF 
12-030-00313.251 

RIGL 23-19.1 er 
seq.; CRIR 12- 
030-003(1 0.00) 

AIGL 23-l 8.9 et 
seq.; CRIR 12- 
030-003(10.00) 

RIGL 23-23 et 
seq.; CRIR 12-3 l- 
05 

t 

-- 

- .- 

-- 

Status 

Relevant and 

Appropriate 

Applicable 

Applicable 

Applicable 

Synopsis of Requirement 

RI is delegated to administer the 
federal Resource Conservation 
and Recovery Act IRCRAl 
statute throuQh its state 
regufations. The standards of 40 
CFR Part 261 regarding RCRA 
identification and listing are 
incorporated by reference. 

Outlines specfffcatfons and 
standards for design, operation, 
closure, and monitoring of 
performance for hazardous 
waste storage, treatment, and 
disposal facilities. The 
standards of 40 CFR Part 264 
are incorporated by reference. 

Rules and regulations more 
stringent than the federal 
standards under 40 CFR Part 
258 are applicable. The 
standards require minimization of 
environmental hazards 
associated with the operation of 
solid waste facilities. 

Requires that reasonable 
precaution be taken to prevent 
particulate matter from 
becoming airborne. 

Action to Be Taken to Attain ARAR 

Landfill debris and sediments that may 
constitute hazardous waste continue out 
from the landfill into Narragansett Bay. 
These wastes will be removed. Monitoring 
will assess whether hazardous wastes are 
being released from the excavation/ 
dredging. The standard is “relevant and 
appropriate* since wastes that may be 
classified as hazardous were disposed in 
the landfill prior to 1980. 

Landfill debris and sediments that may 
constitute hazardous waste will be 
permanently removed from the site. 
Removal, dewatering, and treatment 
dewatering fluids will satisfy these 
provisions for any hazardous wastes 
excavated. 

Removal of all landfill debris will satisfy 
the substantive requirements of these 
provisions. Removal of non-hazardous 
sediments and using waste piles for 
dewatering prior to disposal in a RCRA 
Subtitle D facility will satisfy the 
substantive requirements of these 
provisions. 

Removal, processing, and temporary 
storage of debris and sediments during 
dewatering and before shipment would be 
implemented to prevent material from 
becoming airborne. -_--.- 
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STATE OF RHODE ISLAND REQUIREMENTS (CONT’DI 

.~ 

Requirement Citation Status Synopsis of Requirement Action to Be Taken to Attain ARAR 

Clean Air Act RIGL 23-23 et Applicable Prohibits emissions of Removal, processing, and temporary 
Emissions DetrImental to seq. ; CRIR 12- contaminants which may be storage of debris and sediments during 
Persons or Property 31-07 injurious to humans, plant or dewatering and before shipment would 

animal life or cause damage to be implemented to prevent emissions 
property or which reasonably of contaminants. Monitoring of air 
interferes with the enjoyment of emissions from the dewatering facility 
life and property. will be used to assess compliance with 

these standards if threshold levels are 
reached. 

Clean Air Act Air 
Pollution Control 

RIGL 23-23 et 
seq.; CRIR 12. 
31-09 I 

Applicable Establishes guidelines for the 
construction, installation, or 
operation of potential air 
emission units. Establishes 
permissible emission rates for 
some contaminants. 

Site processing of debris and sediment 
and treatment of dewatering liquid will 
meet the substantive provisions of the 
standards if threshold levels are 
reached. 

Clean Air Act - Odors RIGL 23-23 et 
seq.; CRIR 12- 
31-17 

Applicable Prohibits the release of 
objectionable odors across 
property lines. 

Site processing of debris and sediment 
and treatment of dewatering liquid will 
meet the substantive provisions of the 
standards. 

Clean Air Act - Air I RIGL 23-23 et Applicable Prohibits the emission of Monitoring of air emissions from the 
Toxics seq.; CRIR 12. specified contaminants at rates dewatering facility will be used to 

31-22 which would result in ground assess compliance with these 
level concentrations greater than standards if threshold levels are 
acceptable ambient levels or reached. Operation and maintenance 
acceptable ambient levels as set activities will be carried out in a manner 
in the regulations which will minimize potential air 

releases. 

l 
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Requirement Citation 

Water Pollution RIGL 42-l 6 ef 
Control - Water seq.; CRIR 
Quality 12-190-001 

Water Pollution 
Control Pollution 
Discharge Elimination 
Systems 

Status 

Applicable 

Synopsis of Requirement 

Establishes water use 
classification and water quality 
criteria for waters of the state. 
Also establishes criteria for 
discharae to a water bodv. 

RIGL 42-16 ef 
seq.; CRIR 
12- 1 go-003 

Applicable Contains applicable effluent 
monitoring requirements, and 
standards and special conditions 
for discharges. 

Action to Be Taken to Attain ARAR 

Any drainage from the temporary 
debris/sediment storage area and any 
dewatering discharge will be treated as 
required to meet this ARAR and 
discharged into Narragansett Bav. 

The substantive provisions of these 
standards will be satisfied through on- 
site treatment of all discharges prior to 
being released into the Bay. 



State ARARs for OS-2 

. Water Pollution Control - water use classifications and water quality criteria (RIGL 46-12 et seq.; 
ENVM 112-88.97-l ) 

. Hazardous Waste Management - identification and listing of wastes, standards for TSD facilities (RIGL 

23-l 9.1 et seq.; CRIR 12-030-003l3.25, 10.00) ) 

. Remediation Regulations - remediation requirements for impacted media (DEM-DSR-01-93 Sec. 8) 

. Refuse Disposal - regulations for solid waste management facilities (RIGL 23-l 8.9 et se&; CRIR 12- 

030-03(1 0.00) ) 

. Coastal Resources Management (RIGL 46-23-l etseq.) 

. Endangered Species Act (RIGL 20-37-I et seq.) 

Tables 9, 10, and 11 present a detailed assessment of how alternative OS-2 will comply with the identified 

ARARs. 

Cost Effectiveness 

The Navy believes that the Selected Remedies are cost-effective for mitigating the human health and 

environmental risks from site wastes. Section 300,43O(f)(ii)(D) of the National Contingency Plan requires 

federal agencies to determine cost-effectiveness by evaluating the cost of an alternative relative to its 

overall effectiveness. Effectiveness is defined by three of the five balancing criteria: long-term 

effectiveness, short-term effectiveness; and reduction of toxicity, mobility, and volume of the waste 

through treatment. The overall effectiveness is then compared to cost to ensure that the Selected Remedy 

is cost-effective. 

Although it is the most expensive alternative considered, NS/ER-5 is the only remedy that provides assured 

long-term effectiveness because it removes contaminated sediment from the intertidal and high-risk sub- 

tidal areas at the site. The estimated present-worth cost of the Selected Remedy for the NS/ER areas is 

$22,6 19,000. NSIER-3 (Capping, estimated present-worth cost $12,933,000) and NS/ER-4 (Capping with 

Dredging to Match Existing Grade, estimated present-worth cost $18,129,000) could potentially provide 

cleanups that are effective in the long term, but the construction and maintenance of a cap within the 

site’s high-energy marine environment would be extremely difficult. No good data exists on whether such 

a cap could be constructed to survive a loo-year storm event, as required by law. Therefore the Navy and 

EPA concluded that these alternatives would not provide an effective solution to contamination at the site 

NSIER-1 and NSIER-2 are not effective remedies. 

OS-2 provides a short- and long-term effective solution to contamination in offshore areas by monitoring 

the moderately contaminated sediments to evaluate changes in contaminant concentrations and identify 
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TABLE 9 
ASSESSMENT OF CHEMICAL-SPECIFIC ARARs AND TBCs 

ALTERNATIVE OS-2: LIMITED ACTION 
MARINE SEDIMENT/MANAGEMENT OF MIGRATION ROD 

MCALLISTER POINT LANDFILL, NSN - NEWPORT, RI 

FEDERAL REQUIREMENTS 

Requirement Citation 

Clean Water Act, 

I------ 

40 USC 1314; 
Section 304 40 CFR 122.44 

Status I SvnoDsis of Reauirement 

Relevant 
and 
Appropriate 

STATE OF RHODE ISLAND REQUIREMENTS 

Requirement ’ Citation Status 

Water Pollution 
Control 

RIGL 46-12 et 
seq.; ENVY 
112-88.97-l 

Relevant 
and 
Appropriate 

Establish Ambient Water Quality 
Criteria (AWQC): Guidelines for the 
protection of human health and/or 
the aquatic organisms. 

Synopsis of Requirement 

Establishes water use classification 
and water quality criteria for waters 
of the state. Also establishes acute 
and chronic water quality criteria for 
the protection of aquatic life. 

Action to Be Taken to Attain ARAR 

These standards are relevant and 
appropriate for sediment PRGs derived 
using these water quality criteria. 
Sediments exceeding PRGs must be 
adequately addressed to meet these 
standards. 

Action to Be Taken to Attain ARAR 

These standards are relevant and 
appropriate for sediment PRGs derived 
using these water quality criteria. 
Sediments exceeding PRGs must be 
adequately addressed to meet these 
standards. 



TABLE 10 
ASSESSMENT OF LOCATION-SPECIFIC ARARs AND TBCs 

ALTERNATIVE OS-2: LIMITED ACTION 
MARINE SEDIMENT/MANAGEMENT OF MIGRATION ROD 

MCALLISTER POINT LANDFILL, NSN - NEWPORT, RHODE ISLAND 

FEDERAL REQUIREMENTS 

~.___ 
Requirement. 

Executive Order 1 1990 

RE: Protection of 

Wetlands 

Fish and Wildlife 

Coordination Act 

Citation 

40 CFR Part 6, 
Appendix A 

16 USC Part 
661 et. seq.; 
40 CFR 122.49 

Status 

Applicable 

Applicable 

Synopsis of Requirement 

This Order requires Federal 
agencies to take action to avoid 
adversely impacting wetlands 
wherever possible, to minimize 
wetlands destruction and to 
preserve the values of wetlands, 
and to prescribe procedures to 
implement the policies and 
procedures of this Executive 
Order. 

This statute requires 
consultation with appropriate 
agencies to protect fish and 
wildlife when federal actions 
result in control or structural 
modification of a body of water 
or to critical habitat upon which 
endangered or threatened 
species depends. 

Action to Be Taken to Attain 
ARAR 

The potential for restoring and 
preserving subtidal wetlands so 
that their natural and beneficial 
values can be realized will be 
considered wherever feasible if 
subtidal wetlands are identified 
on site. 

Appropriate agencies will be 
consulted to find ways to 
minimize adverse effects to 
fish and wildlife from 
monitoring activities. 



TABLE 10 
ASSESSMENT OF LOCATION-SPECIFIC ARARs AND TBCs 
ALTERNATIVE OS-2: LIMITED ACTION 
MARINE SEDIMENT/MANAGEMENT OF MIGRATION ROD 
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FEDERAL REQUlRE.MENTS (Cont’d) 

Requirement Citation Status Synopsis of Requirement Action to Be Taken to Attain 
ARAR -. 

Endangered Species Act 16 USC 1531 Applicable If a location contains a federal The federally endangered 
et seq., 50 CFR endangered or threatened loggerhead turtle (Caretta 
Part 200, 50 species or its critical habitat, caretta) and federally 
CFR Part 402 and an action may impact the threatened Kemp’s ridley turtle 

species or its habitat, the U.S. (Lepidochelys kempit] occur in 
Fish & Wildlife Service or the the waters of Narragansett 
National Marine Fisheries Service Bay. Appropriate agencies will 

\ must be consulted.. be consulted to find ways to 
minimize adverse effects to the 
listed species and its habitat 
from monitoring activities. 

Coastal Zone 16 USC Parts 

Management Act 1451 et. seq. 
Applicable Requires that any actions must 

be conducted in a manner 
consistent with state approved 
management programs. 

The entire site is located in a 
coastal zone management area, 
therefore, applicable coastal 
tone management 
requirements need to be 
addressed. 

National Historic 

Preservation Act 

16 USC 470 et Applicable Requires action to take into Historic vessels may be sunken 
seq., 26 CFR account effects on properties in the area. Monitoring 
Part 800 included on or eligible for the activities will be carried out to 

Nationai Register of Historic miriiniite poteiiiial harm i0 

Places and minimizes harm to historic sites. 
National Historic Landmarks 



TABLE 10 
ASSESSMENT OF LOCATION-SPECIFIC ARARs AND TBCs 
ALTERNATIVE OS-Z: LIMITED ACTION 
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STATE OF RHODE ISLAND REQUIREMENTS 

Requirement Citation Status Synopsis of Requirement Action to Be Taken to Attain 
ARAR 

Coastal Resources 

Management 

RIGL 46-23-l 

et seq. 
Applicable Sets standards for management 

and protection of coastal 
resources. 

The entire Site is located in a 
coastal resource management 
area, therefore, applicable 
coastal resource management 
requirements need to be 
addressed. 

Endangered Species Act RIGL 20-37-l Applicable Regulates activities affecting The state listed loggerhead 
et seq. ’ state-listed endangered or turtle (Caretta caretta) and 

threatened species or their critical Kemp’s ridley turtle 
habitat. (Lepidochelys kempil) occur in 

the waters of Narragansett 
Bay. Appropriate agencies will 
be consulted to find ways to 
minimize adverse effects to the 

listed species and its habitat 
from monitoring activities. 



TABLE 11 
ASSESSMENT OF ACTION-SPECIFIC ARARs AND TBCs 

ALTERNATIVE OS-2: LIMITED ACTION 
MARINE SEDIMENT/MANAGEMENT OF MIGRATION ROD 

MCALLISTER POINT LANDFILL, NSN, NEWPORT, RHODE ISLAND 

FEDERAL REQUIREMENTS 

-.. 

Requiremen? I Citation Status 

___ ..----.-- .- 
Resource Conservation 42 USC 6291 Relevant and 
and Recovery Act et seq.; 40 CFR Appropriate 
(RCRAJ, Subtitle C Part 264 
Standards for 

Hazardous Waste 

Facilities 

.__- 
Resource Conservation 40 CFR Part Applicable 
and Recovery Act 258 
(RCRA), Subtitle D 

Standards for Solici 
., 

Waste Facilities 

-A- ~._I.. 
STATE OF RHODE ISLAND REQUIREMENTS 

Synopsis of Requirement Action to Be Taken to Attain 
ARAR 

RI is delegated to administer the Wastes derived from monitoring 

federal RCRA statute through its will be tested to determine if 

state regulations. The standards of they are hazardous waste. 

40 CFR Part 264 are incorporated Monitoring will determine 

by reference. whether any contamination 
present poses a risk to the 
environment. 

Sets standards for location Areas of offshore sediments 
restrictions, operating criteria, that are not classified as 
monitoring, closure, and post- hazardous waste will be 
closure. monitored in accordance with 

the substantive provisions of 
these standards. 

Hazardous Waste RIGL 23-19.1; Relevant and RI is delegated to administer the Wastes derived from monitoring 
Management - CRIR 12-030- Appropriate federal RCRA statute through its will be tested to determine if 
Identification and 003 (3.25) state regulations. The standards of they are hazardous waste. 
Listing of Hazardous 40 CFR Part 261 regarding RCRA Monitoring will determine 
Wastes identification and listing are whether any contamination 

incorporated by reference. present poses a risk to the 
environment. ~__- 

Hazardous Waste RIGL 23- Relevant and Outlines specifications and Monitoring activities within 
k”^,,emmc.n* IwaltayGlltGllL 19 I* at CP . I, “L -q.; Annrnnriate ’ .f-r.-r-“-‘ standards for design, operation, areas containing hazardous 

Standards for CRIR 12-030- closure, and monitoring of waste will comply with these 

Treatment, Storage, 003 ( 10.00) performance for hazardous waste standards. 
and Disposal Facilities storage, treatment, and disposal 

facilities. The standards of 40 CFR 
Part 264 are incorporated by 
reference. 

. 
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-. 
Requirement Citation Status Synopsis of Requirement Action to Be Taken to Attain 

ARAR 
STATE OF RHODE iSLAND REQUIREMENTS (cont’d) 

Refuse Disposal RIGL 23- 
Solid Waste 18.9 et 

Management seq.; CRIR 
Facilities 1 z-030-21 

Applicable Rules and regulations more stringent Monitoring of non-hazardous 
than the federal standards under 40 sediments will satisfy the 
CFR Part 258 are applicable. The substantive requirements of 
standards require minimization of these provisions. 
environmental hazards associated 
with the operation of solid waste 
facilities. 

Water Pollution Control RIGL 42-l 6 et Applicable Establishes water use classification Monitoring and institutional 
- Water Quality seq.; CRIR and water quality criteria for waters control measures will not cause 

12-l 90-001 of the state. degradation of surface water 
quality in Narragansett Bay. 

Rules and Regulations 
for the Investigation 

DEM-DSR-0 l- Relevant and This section regulates impacted This section will be used as a 

and Remediation c;f 
93 Section Appropriate media at contaminated sites. performance measurement 

Hazardous Material 
8.01 § § A to D during post-remedial sampling. 

Releases 
If such sampling indicates an 
unacceptable human health risk, 
further action will be required 



any associated changes in ecological risks. The relatively low contaminant concentrations in the offshore 

area are not expected to pose a significant threat to the environment. The estimated present-worth cost 

of this Selected Remedy is $657,000. While both OS-3 (Capping, estimated present-worth cost 

$20,904,000) and OS-4 (Dredging and Disposal, estimated present-worth cost $44,043,0CO) would 

provide long-term protection from site contaminants, they are substantially more expensive and cause 

significant short-term and long-term disruption of the marine environment. It was concluded that DS-3 and 

OS-4 would provide less overall protection of the environment than the other alternatives because the 

impacts of the remedial actions would be greater than the reductions in contaminant-related risk. OS-l 

is not effective because there is no regular monitoring to ensure that the remedy remains protective. 

Therefore the Navy concluded that OS-2 was the most cost-effective alternative considered. 

Utilization of Permanent Solutions and Alternative Treatment Technologies (or Resource Recolvery 

Technologies) to the Maximum Extent Practicable 

The Navy has determined that the Selected Remedies represent the maximum extent to which permanent 

solutions and treatments are practicable at this site. Of those alternatives that are protective of human 

health and the environment and comply with ARARs, the Navy has determined that the Selected Remedy 

provides the best balance of trade-offs among the five balancing criteria, while considering state and 

community acceptance. Based on the extent and location of the contaminated sediments and the fact that 

the contaminated sediments are intermixed with solid waste (landfill) materials that require land disposal, 

the Navy and EPA concluded that segregation and treatment of the dredged materials was not a practicable 

alternative at this site. 

The selected near shore remedy (NS/ER-5) confronts the risks in the nearshore and elevated-risk offshore 

areas by permanently removing contaminated sediments and placing them in a secure, RCRA-compliant 

landfill. This solution is the one that is most clearly effective in the long-term. While this solution does 

not utilize treatment, it does reduce the mobility of contaminants. The short-term risks of the selected 

remedy are similar to those of other alternatives. While &lS/ER-5 is more costly than other alternatives, it 

provides a more permanent solution to contamination. 

The selected offshore remedy (OS-2) monitors offshore sediments to ensure that contaminated sediment 

continues to pose no significant ecological risk. While none of the remedies utilize treatment ‘to deal with 

sediment contamination, OS-2, OS-3, and OS-4 were all considered to be effective in the long-term. OS-2 

has virtually no short-term impacts and no long-term impacts, unlike OS-3 and OS-4 which would require 

extensive mitigation against short-term effects and may have permanent long-term impacts to sensitive 

Naval Station Newport 2-79 Operable Unit 4 Record of Decision 

. 



eelgrass habitats. OS-2 is more easily implemented and costs considerably less than alternatives OS-3 and 

OS-4, and it would provide greater overall protection of the environment than OS-3 and OS-4. 

Preference for Treatment as a Principal Element 

As noted above, the Navy determined that treatment was not a practicable alternative at this site because 

of the nature and volume of contaminated materials. 

Five Year Review Requirements 

Statutory reviews are required within five years of the initiation of the first remedial action at a site if any 

hazardous substances, pollutants, or contaminants remain on site. When NSIER-5 is fully implemented, the 

nearshore areas of the site will be cleaned up so that hazardous substances are reduced to levels that allow 

unlimited use and unrestricted exposures. For these specific areas, there will be no requirement for five- 

year review. However, because contaminated materials will remain beneath the revetment (between the 

landfill cap and the nearshore area) it will be necessary to monitor the area and conduct 5-year reviews 

to evaluate potential contaminant migration into the clean backfill materials. The 5-year reviews could be 

terminated based on regulatory agency approval provided that the monitoring data indicate that the remedy 

remains protective and that there is no unacceptable risk to human health or the environment. The 5-year 

reviews associated with the source control ROD (groundwater and landfill gas monitoring) will continue 

until a determination is made that no unacceptable risk to human health or the environment exists. 

When OS-2 is fully implemented, hazardous substances may remain in the offshore sediments at levels at 

or above those that allow for unlimited use and unrestricted exposure. Therefore a review will be 

conducted within five years of the initiation of this Selected Remedy to ensure that the remedy continues 

to provide adequate protection of human health and the environment. The need for subsequent reviews 

or additional remedial actions will be determined by the Navy and regulatory agencies based on the results 

of long-term monitoring. 

2.13 DOCUMENTATION OF SIGNIFICANT CHANGES 

The Proposed Plan for the Marine Sediment/Management of Migration at the McAllister Point Landfill Site 

was released for public comment in June, 1999. The Proposed Plan identified Alternative NSER-5, 

dredging and disposing, as the Preferred alternative for addressing nearshore and elevated-risk offshore 

sediments. It identified OS-Z, long-term monitoring, as the Preferred Alternative for addressing offshore 

contaminated sediments. The Navy reviewed all written and verbal comments submitted during the public 
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comment period. It was determined that no significant changes to the remedy, as originally identified in 

the Proposed Plan, were necessary. 
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PART 3: RESPONSIVENESS SUMMARY 

The purpose of the responsiveness summary is to document the Navy’s responses to the comments 

and questions raised during the public comment period on the Proposed Plan. The Navy considered 

all of the comments summarized in this section before selecting the remedy described in this ROD. 

3.1 BACKGROUND ON COMMUNITY INVOLVEMENT AND CONCERNS 

In 1996 the Navy established a citizens advisory committee called a Restoration Advisory Board (RAB) 

to assist the Navy in addressing Installation Restoration (IR) program sites, such as the McAllister Point 

Landfill. The RAB meets monthly at NAVSTA Newport to discuss planned and ongoing activities at the 

IR sites on the base. The remedial alternatives for marine sediments were discussed at RAB meetings 

at various times during the development of the FS. Input provided by the RAB was considered during 

development of the FS, Proposed Plan, and ROD. 

The FS for the marine sediments at the McAllister Point Landfill site was made available to the public 

in May 1999 and the Proposed Plan for the site was made available in June 1999. They can be found 

in the Administrative Record for this site and in the information repositories maintaiined at the 

Middletown, Newport, and Portsmouth, Rhode Island Public Libraries. 

The notice of availability for the Proposed Plan was first published in the Newport Daily News and the - 

Providence Journal - East Bay Edition on June 14, 1999. A public comment period on the Proposed 

Plan lasted from June 14 to July 14, 1999. An informational open house and Public Hearing was held 

on June 24, 1999 to present the Proposed Plan to the public and to solicit comments on the Navy’s 

Selected Remedy. Representatives from the Navy, EPA, and the RIDEM were available at ‘the meeting 

to discuss the public’s questions and concerns about the site. A stenographer was present at the 

hearing to record the public’s formal comments and comment cards were available for people to provide 

formal written comments. 

3.2 COMMENTS RECEIVED DURING THE PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD AND THE NAVY’S 

RESPONSE TO THOSE COMMENTS 

Formal comments were received from four individuals or groups during the public comment period. 

These included one verbal comment provided during the public hearing and three sets of written 

comments. A transcript of the public hearing and the written comments are provided as ,4ppendix B. 
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The rest of this section characterizes the comments received during the public comment period and 

articulates the Navy’s response to those comments. 

Comment 1: Two parties (the Aquidneck Island Citizen’s Advisory Board [AICABI and the Rhode island 

Coastal Resources Management Council [CRMCI) requested that the Navy consider using dredged 

material from navigational dredging projects at Rhode Island marinas as backfill material to replace the 

materials dredged from the site. 

Response: The Navy will coordinate with federal and state authorities to evaluate whether the 

navigational dredging materials are suitable for use as backfill at the site. If materials are determined to 

be suitable (based on chemical characteristics and grain size) and the use of the materials is determined 

to be feasible, the Navy will coordinate with federal and state authorities to use as much of the material 

as possible. However, it should be noted that most dredged material from local marinas is comprised 

of fine grained material that is not suitable for backfill in a high energy environment. 

Comment 2: AICAB requests that the Navy present the results of the pre-design investigation to the 

community for review prior to final selection of the cleanup approach. Specifically, AlCAB request 1) the 

results of pre-design sampling, 2) a description of the revised area and depths subject to cleanup based 

on pre-design sampling, 3) a revised cost estimate for implementing the nearshore dredging remedy. 

Response: The Navy will provide the requested information for review at the conclusion of the pre- 

design investigation. 

Comment 3: AICAB requests that the Navy provide a revised cost estimate for the proposed alternative 

that includes the additional costs associated with completion of the project in phases. 

Response: The cost estimates included in the FS, Proposed Plan, and ROD are based on one 

mobilization and one demobilization. It was assumed that dredging could be conducted outside the 

normal dredging windows, therefore, multiple mobilizations would not be required. The Navy has 

budgeted these funds to complete the project as estimated. If it appears based on the results of the pre- 

design investigation that the project will have to be phased, a revised cost estimate will be completed 

to reflect the anticipated construction schedule. If the cost of the Selected Remedy is either 50% 

greater or 30% less than rhe estimated costs herein, an Explanation ot Significant Differences WIII be 

prepared. 
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Comment 4: AICAB requests that the McAllister landfill not be used for disposal of dredged materials. 

Response: Comment noted. The Navy plans to use the McAllister Point landfill for disposal only if there 

is a significant cost advantage to doing so. If most of the dredged materials are determined to be non- 

hazardous (as expected) and off site disposal costs are comparable to or less expensive than the 

estimated cost for disposal in the McAllister landfill, the Navy’s preference is to dispose of the materials 

off site. However, because a detailed analysis of costs has not yet been completed, it is important to 

keep this disposal option open. 

Comment 5: AICAB notes that because the contaminant levels reported for the offshore areas are 

below the recommended PRGs, no cleanup is required in the offshore area in order to be protective of 

the environment. Therefore, AICAB requests that monitoring of the offshore areas be addressed as part 

of monitoring of the nearshore areas and “No Action” (Alternative OS-l 1 be selected as the remedy for 

the offshore areas. 

Response: Although the contaminant levels detected in offshore samples are below the recommended 

PRGs, an intermediate probability of ecological risk was identified in parts of the offshore area. 

Therefore, monitoring is required in the offshore area to ensure that the remedy is protective and that 

the contaminants in the offshore sediment do not adversely effect human health or the environment. 

The details of the monitoring plan (e.g., specific locations, types of analyses, number of samples) will 

be worked out during remedial design in an open process involving the Navy, regulatory agency, and 

citizens’ advisory groups. The duration of monitoring will be determined based on the monitoring results 

and the decision-making framework established in the monitoring plan. 

Comment 6: AICAB requests that if any eelgrass beds are removed during the dredging activities, the 

Navy actively re-establish those beds in the first year following completion of the dredging. 

Response: It is not anticipated that the proposed dredging will result in removal of eelgrass beds. 

However, if eelgrass beds are removed or significantly damaged, active restoration efforts would be 

conducted to comply with the requirements of the Clean Water Act. 

Comment 7: AICAB requires ttiat rhk Navy, EPA, and RI’JEM apply value englneenny throughout Ihe 

project to accomplish cleanup objectives while reducing costs. 

Response: Value engineering will be applied throughout the project. 
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Comment 8: AICAB requests that the Navy make every effort to have their remediation contractors 

incorporate the use of local subcontractors into the cleanup at McAllister landfill. 

Response: It is the Navy’s policy to use local labor and local subcontractors to the maximum extent 

practicable. This policy will be followed during implementation of the Selected Remedy. 

Comment 9: Ms. Claudette Weissinger of the RAB Public Information Committee commented that she 

did not feel that Open House held on June 24, 1999 fulfilled the need of the public to be informed of 

the Navy’s proposed cleanup. She stated that a focused public meeting would have been a more 

appropriate and meaningful way for the public to properly evaluate the remedial plan and asked if this 

format would continue to be used by the Navy. 

Response: Comment noted. The Navy used the “open house” format in an attempt to better 

communicate information about the proposed cleanup plan to the public. To our knowledge, everyone 

who wanted to make comments or ask questions was able to do so using the new format. The “open 

house” format has been used successfully at other Naval Stations across the country and has been 

found by many to be preferable to the more standard public meeting format. The Navy has not 

determined what format it will use in the future to communicate information about NAVSTA Newport 

sites to the public. 

Comment IO: Ms. Joyce Morgenthaler commented that the site has been a big problem for a very long 

time and that something should be done, but she doesn’t know what. 

Response: Comment Noted. 
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APPENDIX A 

RIDEM CONCURRENCE LETTER 



IRHoDEISLAND 
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTALMANAGIZMENT 

235 Promenade Screec, Providence, RI 029085767 TDD 40 l-83 l-5508 

22 February 2000 

Ms. Patricia L~eaney, Director 
Office of Site Remediation and Restoration 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region 1 
1 Congress Street, Suite 1100 
Boston, MA 02 I 11-2023 

RE: Record of Decision for Marine Stdiment/Manage*knent of 
&lc.Nlistcr Point Landfill 
Naval Station Newport, Newport, Rhode Island ” 

On 7,; March 1992, the State of Rhode Island entered into a Federai Facilities Agreement 
(FFA) with the Department of the Navy and the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA). One 
of the primary goals of the FFA is to insure that the environmental impacts associated with past 
activities at the Xavai Station Newport base Iocated in Newport, Rhode Island 3.re thoroughly 
investigated wd that appropriate actions are t&en to protect human health and the environment. 

Through our nutua1 esorts we have learned that the McAllister Point LancEIll was 
created by fiIIing in significant portions of Narragansett Bay. While the initial operable unit 
(OUZ - Source Control) addressed the area of greatest initial concern given its known use as a 
disposal area for large quantities of industrial waste, this second operable unit (OU2 - Marine 
Sediment44aanagement of Migration) is, and has always been, of equal import3nce to RIDEM. 
We believe that the controls we implemented on the primary source are3 have geatly stemmed 
the migration of contamination to the Bay. This second operable unit addresses the issue of 
removing waste that remains buried impropaly in the bay 3nd the risks posed by chemical 
contamination that has historically emanated from the 13ndfill. 

in accordance with the FFA, the Department has reviewed thk %cord of Decision dated 
Febru.zT 2000. Our review of this document, combined with our knowledge of thi:; site gathered 
through our historical invoIvement in the investigation phases has determined that the selected 
remedy achieves 0111 pr;Jnary goal of protectiveness. Therefore, in accordance with Ssction 17.3 
of the FFA, the Department offers its concuzence with the selected remedy as detailed in the 
Record of Decision. 
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into operable units It was always our belief that a comprehensive remediation plan would have 
been more protective of the environment by allowing for a faster cleanup, and more cost 
effective by allowing for the disposal of contaminated debriskeditients under the landfill cap. 
To achieve this goal the State requested that the ROD for OUl require this evaluation. In 
addition, the State requested that the ROD for OU2, Management of Migration, be issued 
sufficiently prior to the cammencement of construction of the OU1 SO that appropriate changes, 
if necessary, may be implemented in the t-4 remedial design for the OW 1. UnforturxateIy, this 
did not occur, and our concerns have been validated; it has taken seven years to finally address 
the offshore component of the remedy and the cost of implementing this portion of the remedy 
have escalated. 

As you are 3~~2, the fti steps in fmaliig ROD for this operable unit were delayed by 
EPA’s hesitation to accept the State’s Site Rem&i&on ReguIations as A&%&. The State’s 
regulatory requirements are more protective than those outlined under CERCLA and have been 
consisxently applied to other sites in the State. Therefore, there should not have been a delay in 
accepting 0% State’s regulations as ARARs at this site. The Department hopes that fiutme delays 
of this nature will be avoided at other Superfund sites. 

Finally, RIDEM’s role in this process does not end with the signing of this ROD. As a 
natural resource trustee, we are faced with the challenge of assessing the historical damages that 
have been inflicted to the offshore environment as a result of this landfill and to determine what 
we, along with the other trustees, must do to repair those injuries to the ecosystem. We hope that 
we are abit to work cooperatively with the Na\y in assessing these damages and implementing a 
restoration plan. WC believe our efforts to date are the most important steps toward any 
restoration plan. 

Thank you for the opportunity to review and concur with this important Record of 
Decision. 

Sincerely, 

Director 

cc: TLLindy Lubber, Acting Regional Administiator, USEPA, New England 
Captain A.C. Oakleaf, USN* 
Terreme Gray, Assistant Director, RiDEM 
Leo Hellested, RIDEM OWM 
Warren .bgell, RlDEM OTVM 
Claude Cote, FUDEM OLS 



APPENDIX B 

COMMENTS RECEIVED DURING PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD 



’ ..,, 

An O?'EN HC)USE a.r.d PUBLIC FEARING 5:: the above-e-titled 

MUtty, a Notarv Public in ar.d for zhe StaLe Gf Rhode Islarid, 2: 

Joseph ?. Gaudet Yiddle School, 1113 Aqidneck Avenue, 

Fiddletown, Xqode Island, on the 24th day of Jcne 1999, a:: 3 

p.m. 



MS. JOYCE MORGZKXALER: I just feel it's bee: a 

big problem for a very lcn~ time, and I Zeel someth+-; i--I" 

should be done, ar,d I dor,'r know what. I'm no'. 

knowledgeable to make thaz decision, but I really do. 



I, CAROL ;. MUTT'!, do ;?ereby cezz1 'fy that I am 
expressly approved as a person qualified and a%Athorlzed to 
take depositions pcrsuar.c to Rules of Civil Procedure (of 

tS.e Superior Court, especially, bum without resL-- -ri czion 

thereto, under Rule 30 (ej 35 said Rules. 
I further certify thzz I am a Notary Public in and 

fcr :he State of Rhode islanc, duly commissioned and 
qualified to administer oaths, and do hereby certify tnat 
the foregoing hearing, taken on behalf of Tetra Tech NUS, 

was taken before me at Joseph E. Gaudec Middle School, 
1113 Aauidneck Avenue, Fiddletown, Rhode Island, on the 
24th day of June 1999 az 3:Oo p-m- 

I further certify chat the foregoing hearing was 
taken down by me in mactiine shorthand and was later 

transcribed, 2nd that zhe foregoing transcrlp: 1s a true 
and accurate record of the proceedings. 

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, I have hereunto set my hand 
and my seal this 28th day of June 1999. 



Use This Space to Write Your Comments 
Or to be added to the mailing kst 

Tne Navy wants yaur written comments on the options under consideration for reducing risk from sediments in 
Narragansett Bay that have been contaminated by chemicals from the McAllister Point Landfill. You can use 
the fcrm below to send or fax written comments. If you have questions about how to comment, please call 

,vaiissa Griffin at 401-841-6375. ihis form is provided for your convenience. Please mail this form or 
additional sheets ci written comments, postmarked no later than date, year to: 

Melissa Griffin 
NAVSTA Newpcrt IR Site Manager 
FWD, Building 1 
1 Simonpietri Drive 
Newport, RI 02841 

Or i-&ail to 
Fax: (401) 841-7071 

Melissa Griffin at melissa.crifinf@smto.cnet.navy.mil 

(Use reverse side and arlach srleets as needed 

Ccmnents Submit& by: 

. ..-...-.- -___..._...._..__- 
Lz5L4zi+4 b 

__.__ - -._.-_....._._ -.--&-.--..----- .._ --_ 
MAILING LIST ADDITIONS, DELETIONS OR CHANGES I.. 

If you did not recaive this through the mail and would like to 

Z he added to the sits mailing list 
z note ;i change of address 
- 
_ be deleted from the mailing list 

- 

Name: 
Address: 

zicase check t‘he apl;roctiJte bcx ant flli in The c crrec! address informaticn=above. 
--. ._ .--- - ~.. _. _,-_._11--- -..- -._....-.. ---___- .._.... ----- -- . 



OF RHODE ISUXD AM3 PROVIDENCE PL.MT.Y!IONS 

OASTAL RESOURCES MANAGElMENT COUNCIL 
Oliver H. Stedman Government Center 
4808 Tower Hill Road 
Wakefield. RI. 02579-1900 
(4011 277-2476 

July 7, 1999 

&Ielissa Griffin 
NAVSTA NeLvport RI Site Manager 
Pw3, Building 1 
1 Simonpietri Drive 
Newport, RI 02541 

Dear Ms. Griffin: 

Thank you for the documents you provided durin, u the hearins on June 24 on the proposed 
work to be done at the ~vlc?i!lister Point Landfill Site. 

The Coastal Resources Management Council was siven the responsibility under the Marine 
Infrastructure Maintenance Act of 1996 to find in Lvater sites for disposal of sediments that need to 
be dredged from Marinas around the state. The third item in the proposed plan ‘“oackfill the dredged 
area with clean material” is of interest to us as we seek to fulfill our mandate. * 

The marinas in this state have approximately 900,000 cubic yards of material that needs to 
be dredged and disposed. We would l&e you to consider taking dredged material thorn Rhode Island 
marinas to backfill approximately 34,000 cubic yards of dredged area at McAllister Point. >;lany 
marinas have material thar qualifies as suitable for open Lvater disposal or clean under EPX 
suidelines. Some of the marinas, panicularlv rhose in the Easr Passage area, ma); ‘nave sediments 
:har are bot appropriately ciean and comparable in ,grain size to the surroundins sediments at .your 
sire. 

Thank you for considsting this commen; on the proposed plan. 11;s are zvaiiable to :.xeer 
\viih you at the appropn,.i i ‘?r= rime to discuss this action for the sources of C!~XI m3tetiaI for backfi!! ) 
2; ;;our sire. 



Use This Space to Write Your Comments 
Or to be added to the mailing list 

The Navy wants your written comments on the options under consideration for reducing risk from sediments in 
Narragansett Bay that have been contaminated by chemicals from the McAllister Point Landfill. You can use 
the form below to send or fax written comments. If you have questions about how to comment, please call 
Melissa Griffin at 401-841-6375. This form is provided for your convenience. Please mail this forr: or 
additional sheets of written comments, postmarked no later than date, year to: 

Melissa Griffin 
NAVSTA Newport IR Site Manager 
PWD, Building 1 
1 Simonpietn Drive 
Newport, RI 02841 

‘: Fax: (401) 841-7071 
Or E-mail to 
Melissa Griffin at melissa.griffin@smto.cnet.navy.mil 

_ .._. - .._- ___ ! -...- . . . . . . . . . ..--............- - .._........... - .._ - ._,.. - .__......-.... -.- ---------...-.- -..-.. . . ..- - -...---_ - _._,....._..,_.__.,__.......,.....~~..~.,,,. ,_,... 

MAILING LIST ADDITIONS, DELETIONS OR CHANGES 

If you did not receive this through the mail and would like to 

3 be added to the site mailing list Name: 
7 note a change of address ..1 Address: _~ __.._ 
- be deleted from the mailing list 

___-_-.-- ___. 

please check the appropriate box and fill in the correct address information above. 



June 21. 1999 

Naval Station Newport 
bliddleto\vn. RI 

FE: Proposed Plan for Cleanup of McAllister Landfill - Nearshore and Offshore Areas. Superfund 
Cleanup of NETC 

Dear Sir or Madam: 

The Navy is solicitins community input regarding plans to implement a Superfund cleanup at McAllister 
Landfill for the nearshore and offshore areas. The cleanup is being conducted under CERCLA, in 
accordance with the Federal Facility Agreement between the Na\?,. EPA and RIDEM. This letter serves 
td‘identif\f a few key areas identified by the Aquidneck Island Citizen’s Advisory Board for consideration 
by the fia?, EPA and RIDEM. 

The Proposed Plan includes dredging of contaminants in the nearshore area for an estimated cost of 521.6 
million and monitoring in the off-shore area for an estimated cost of $657,000. Based on recent 
information presented by the NaF. the magnitude of costs for the nearshore dredging project uould 
likeI!* result in the cleanup being funded over a multi-year period. with little remaining funds available to 
continue other CERCLA activities at NETC. The limited availability of funding for cleanup activities at 
KETC (and other Navy sites) makes decision-making for allocation of those funds critical. The difficult 
decision for the community is whether the proposed cleanup of McAllister nearshore area is the best 
expenditure of funds at NETC for the next several years. Towards that end, the AICAB requests the 
follo\ving: 

* The Na\y is planning to conduct pre-design sampling in the nearshore area to refine the area 
requiring cleanup. The AICAB requests that the results of the pre-design sampling be presented to the 
community for review. Further. the AICAB requests that the Navy present a description of the revised 
area (and depths) subject to cleanup based on the pre-design sampling as well as a revised cost estimate 
tjr performing the jvork. The AICAB requests that the results of this pre-design sampling and revised 
cost anaiyses be performed and provided to the communit>8 for review prior to final selection of the 
cleanup approach. 

* The Navy has indicated that the proposed cleanup of the nearshore areas of McAllister landfill 
cannot be funded in one year. Rather. it will be funded over three (or more years). requiring the work to 
be completed in phases. In addition. the cost estimate for the cleanup assumes that the normai time-of- 
kear restrictions on dredging in the bay would not be in effect: the AICAB is not in a position to evaluate 
the realism of this assumption. Due to fundin, 11 limitations andior dredging time-of-year restrictions. it 
\\ ouid appear that the cleanup Lvould have to be conducred in t\vo (or more) separate 
mobiiizationsidemobilizations. The AICAB requests that the Navy provide a revised cost estimate for l.he 
proposed aiternari\,e that includes additional costs associated \\.ith completion of the project in phases 
I includin’r =. but not limited to. additional contractor’equipment mobilizations. additional sampling betwxen 
\ ears oi Lvork. and allo\\ances for dcmarcatjn~,mana~in~ boundaries bet\\een clean and contaminated 
areas betlveen periods ofdredging). 



hazardous materials is comparable to the costs for disposing of the same materials at the Mc.4llister 
iandfill. Further. the majority of the materials to be dredged are expected to be considered non- 
hazardous. Therefore, the AICAB requests that McAllister landfill not be used for disposal of dredged 
materials. 

* The contaminant ievels reporfed in the offshore areas are all currently below the recommended 
cleanup levels (the PRGs). Accordingly, no cleanup is required in the offshore area in order to be 
protective of human health and the environment. Therefore. continued monitoring in the offshore area. as 
delineated in the Proposed Plan. does not appear to be productive. Rather. the AICAB recommends that 
some monitoring be performed in areas adjacent to the nearshore areas to assess migration from the 
nearshore areas. Once cleanup of the nearshore areas is complete. a final monitoring event will determine ’ 
\\.hether any migration resulted in contamination of other areas above PRGs. This monitoring should not 
necessarily be restricted to the offshore areas identified in the Proposed Plan yet it will also provide the 
reqivired information to determine whether any further action is required in the offshore (or other) areas. 
Therefore. the AICAB requests that the offshore areas be addressed as part of the monitoring of the 
nearshore areas and that. otherwise. the “No Action” alternative appears to be appropriate for the offshore 
areas. 

r The AICAB requests that the National Oceanographic and Atmospheric Administration WOAA) 
and RIDEhI begin the determination immediately of whether a Natural Resource Damage Assessment 
\L,ill be conducted for McAllister landfill (and other sites at NETC). The Aquidneck Island Planning 
Commission is currently developing a Master Plan for the island as a whole, and any shoreline restoration 
activities that \vould be potentiallv associated with the Natural Resource Damage Assessment are of great 
interest to the communit\,. Given the time required to implement appropriate island planning, the AICAB 
requests that RIDEM and N0,4A meet with AICAB to discuss this issue in the next two months. 

* The Proposed Plan indicates that. following dredging and backfill. habitats will be allowed to re- 
establish themselves naturally. Previous studies and photographs ofthe area have identified some areas 
of eel grass in the McAllister Landfill area. Eel grass is not known for re-establishing itself quickly. 
Therefore. the AICAB requests that. if any eel grass beds are removed during the dredging activities: the 
Nav!, acti\.ely re-establish those beds in the first year following completion of the dredging. 

x The costs for cleanup of the nearshore areas at McAllister ‘landfill are high relative to the amount 
of fundins a\,ailable for NETC as a \vhole. Therefore. during the remedial designiremedial action phases 
of the cleanup. the AICAB requests that the Na\,>,. EP.4 and RIDEM apply value engineering throughout 
the project to accomplish the cleanup objectives \vhile reducing costs. 

r The XCXB recoyizes the benefits to the island of the cleanup activities aI NETC. In addition to 
impro\,ed en\,ironmental conditions. the communi5 also benefits from this cleanup through the 
in\ol\,ement of local contractors. The AICAB requests that the Na\y make every effort to have their 
remediation contractors incorporate the use of local subcontractors into the cleanup at XIc.4llister landfill. 

The .-\IC.-\B appreciates the cooperation of the Navy. EPA and RIDEM in responding to our concerns. 
The AIC.4B requests that responses to all comments received on the Proposed Plan be pro\ ided to the 
-\iC.-4B and the communin, prior tc Issuance of the Record of Decision. In addition. the AIC:IB requests 
that the Sa\!. EP-I\ and RIDEM capitalize on the “lessons-learned” from the assessment and cleanup of 
II;.-?iiisr<:- l:ir:dtYll I0 ?.x;Dedite th;’ 35sessnlent and cleanup p:J-.->b 3’ c*,’ .-es at other sites at TETC 
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